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The purpose of this mix-study was to investigate the effectiveness of the
relationship of selected independent variables (student absenteeism, Pass Rate of Georgia
High School Graduation Test, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student
gender, best practices, themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities,
interdisciplinary teaching, performance based assessments, personalization, continuous
program improvement and looping) as perceived by teachers and counselors relating to
student retention, the dependent variable, at a high school small learning community.
The statistical mean summary analysis, frequency data and Pearson Correlation
statistical strength levels revealed that most factors improved since implementation of
small learning communities. Also, the interview questionnaire and focus group session
too rendered a finding that small learning environments positively affected the factors of
this study.
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The conclusion was that more personalized learning environments allowed
teachers and counselors to build stronger relationships with students and parents. In
return, students and parents were able to receive support needed that was individualized
and effective. Early warning systems allowed for social barriers to success to be quickly
identified and eliminated. Thus, these types of systems better allowed for overall
improvement in most factors of this study.
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Background of the Problem
As a possible recession held the national spotlight, another potential crisis was on
the horizon—an extremely high student dropout rate that educators and city officials
across the country said increased the threat to the nation’s strength and prosperity (Fields,
2008). When greater than one million students a year disappeared from high school, it
was more than a problem, it was disastrous (America’s Promise Alliance, 2008).
Annually, across the country, a dangerously high number of students
disproportionately poor and minority disappeared from the educational pipeline before
graduating from high school (Civil Rights Project, 2005). Dropping out of high school
was a quiet epidemic which many citizens often did not talk about. We urgently needed
to address this problem as a nation (Orfield, 2004).
Indicators of a Crisis
• Approximately every 10 seconds, a young person in the United States dropped
out of school.
• Every school day, on average, over 6,800 young students dropped out.
• Over a million young people who entered the ninth grade each fall failed to
graduate on time with their peers (i.e. their cohort).
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• Approximately 17,132 public school students were suspended every day, an
early warning signal for later problems and dropping out.
A Closer Look at the Available Information (Data):
• America’s largest urban schools had disproportionately high dropout rates (in
comparison to nearby metropolitan schools). Although these urban school
districts served just one out of every eight students in America, they
accounted for nearly 25% of all dropouts.
• The chances of graduating from an urban high school in America’s largest
cities amounted, essentially, to a coin being tossed. Slightly more than half of
these urban children completed high school with a diploma.
• Most students were eligible for free and reduced lunch programs.
• Male students were typically more vulnerable than females. The graduation
rates of males were some eight percentage points lower than females.
• The lowest achieving 25% of students were 20 times more likely to drop out
of high school than students achieving in the highest percent
• African-American, Latino, and Native American students, especially males,
were disproportionately represented in special education, juvenile justice, and
child welfare systems. Assignment and placement in any one of these systems
was a risk factor for dropping out. It was not unusual for poor, ethnic
minority students, especially males, to be placed in two or three, which
compounded the risks of dropping out of school. (Lawson, 2008)
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The high school in this study was in an Atlanta metropolitan urban school district
(Atlanta Public Schools, 2010). The school was built in 1968 and is located in a
neighborhood comprised of mainly single and multi-family dwellings, elderly residents,
and the largest governmental housing project in the metropolitan area. On average,
educators at this school have worked at the same location for over seven years. Most
educators at this school held master level degrees. All four counselors have served at this
location for over 10 years. The staff was mostly African-American. The student
population was too mainly African-American (Atlanta Public Schools, 2010).
Table 1 reported that over the past three years, there has been a slight increase in
student retention. Overall, it was reported that female students had a slightly higher
retention increase than male students (Georgia Department of Education, 2010).
Table 1
Atlanta School District Student Retention Data
American Multi-
Year Total Black White Hispanic Asian Indian Racial Male Female
2006- 2,749 2,544 66 123 6 0 10 1,644 1,105
2007 92.5% 2.4% 4.5°o 0.2°o 0.000 0.4°o 59.8°o 40.2°o
2007- 2,215 2,049 37 107 7 0 15 1,326 889
2008 92.5% l.7°o 4.8°o 0.3°o 0.0°o 0.7°o 59.9°o 40.1°o
2008- 2,464 2,216 56 165 6 0 21 1,411 1,053
2009 89.9% 2.3°o 6.7°o 0.2°o 0.0°o 0.9% 57.3°o 42.7°o
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Table 2 reported that over the past three years overall, there has been a significant
decrease in student retention. Specifically, it was reported that males’ retention rate
increased, while females’ decreased (Georgia Department of Education, 2010).
Table 2
Atlanta High School Student Retention Data
American Multi-
Year Total Black White Hispanic Asian Indian Racial Male Female
2006- 175 17 0 3 0 0 0 117 58
2007 98.3°o 0.O°o 1.7°o 0.000 0.0°o 0.0°o 66.9°o 33.1°o
2007- 144 144 0 0 0 0 0 83 61
2008 100.0°o 0.0°o 0.0°o 0.0°o 0.0°o 0.00o 57.8°o 42.4°o
2008- 93 92 0 0 0 0 1 55 38
2009 98.9°o 0.0°o 0.0°o 0.0°o 0.000 1.1°o 59.1°o 40.9°o
Table 3 reported that with fewer student numbers over the past three years, there
was constant and significant decrease in student retention at this high school small
learning community (Georgia Department of Education, 2010).
Table 3
Atlanta High School: Total Aggregated Student Retention Data





The Small Learning Community model at this school has been implemented for
three years. Data extracted from Tables 2 and 3 were used as a baseline to validate this
study.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of one high school’s small
learning communities on student retention, in an urban school district. The Georgia
Department of Education described student retention as students required to repeat grade
levels because of failed grades, failed test scores or teacher evaluations and were
identified as at-risk for dropping out of school (Georgia Department of Education, 2010).
Table 4 provided the components to the Small Learning Community Model. A
Small learning Community consisted of a group of students taught and supported by a
dedicated group of teachers and staff in a small, personalized environment that’s focused
on meeting the concrete and unique needs of the students (Hall, 2010). It is an
educational model that redesigned the traditional high school to enhance the delivery of a
curriculum that was more rigorous, relevant and personalized for every student (Hall,
2010).
Table 4
Small Learning Community Components
Interdisciplinary Intervention Strategic plans to identif~’ and improve academic and
social challenges of students
Best Practice Strategic processes that proved to be effective
Themes Connected all project-based activities to the central
focus of the small learning community
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Table 4 (continued)
Project-Base Learning Group explored topic; answered questions inclusive of




Shared Facilities Used by 2 or more groups for same function /
collaborate
Interdisciplinary Teaching Planned lessons/student outcomes inclusive of 2 or
more subject/curricula areas
Performance Based Assessments Creative means of evaluating student outcomes
Personalization Positive relationships between all shareholders of
students
Continuous Program Improvement Data analysis determined need for change
Looping The same teachers matriculate alongside their 9th
grade class, until graduation
Research and data suggested that the SLC model had a positive impact on
improving student retention, in urban school districts. The researcher described how
student absenteeism, pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test, discipline
referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes, project
based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance
based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and looping,
impacted student retention.
Statement of the Problem
This case study proposed to examine the problem of student retention and its
relationship to one high school small learning community. In particular, this study
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sought to find any relationship between one high school’s small learning community and
perceived impacts on student retention. A number of factors have been cited as having
influenced student retention on national and local levels.
Rationale
This case study endeavored to analyze the problem of urban students’ retention as
teachers/counselors viewed its impact by the reform model Small Learning Community.
The base issue that gave this study prevalence was student achievement. Certainly,
student achievement was not a deemed variable in this study; however, student
achievement served as the paramount purpose for educating students.
Under pressure from No Child Left Behind to improve low-performing schools,
urban districts found themselves with few options (David, 2008). In most districts,
schools were able to choose how they would reorganize themselves. Some turned to
models developed by external consultants; others created their own designs. Either way,
the territory was largely uncharted, and no particular strategy had demonstrated a proven
track record on a large scale (David, 2008).
Transforming urban schools entailed many issues and possible approaches
(Peterson, 1994). One approach that stood out was the attempt by teachers and
administrators to develop a more collaborative culture in urban schools. The intended
result was a supportive, professional culture that promoted the continuous renewal of
instructional methods and curricular offerings in an atmosphere of collegiality, trust and
shared mission, serving all of the students in the school (Peterson, 1994).
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Converting large high schools to small learning communities was a mammoth
undertaking: What was the curriculum (David, 2008)? What happened to the orchestra?
Where is the football team? How were students matched to learning communities?
Which community got the calculus teacher? These decisions required lengthy
preparations to engage teachers, students, and the community in thoughtful discussions.
Districts pressured to move quickly could, and usually did, undermine the effort (David,
2008).
Significance of the Study
The importance of the small learning community model was to positively impact
student retention at this school. The benefits of proving a paralleled approach of lowered
teacher to student ratio to an urban-based public school traditionally provided at small
private academic institutions was numerous. The overarching goal of the SLC model was
personalization in every endeavor of seeking to improve student achievement. This study
focused on the benefits relevant to student retention.
A large and increasingly consistent body of research suggested that we should be
moving, not toward larger high schools, but expeditiously toward smaller ones (Gregory,
2000). There were few sources on learning communities that served vast needs of
educational leaders (Kushner, 2000). There were no materials that specified how to gain
acceptance by staff of the benefits of a learning community on their campus; minimal
references on how to educate school leaders of how to implement and support a learning
community on their campus and virtually no data about maximizing instructional
strategies for a learning community (Kushner, 2000).
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The creation of schools as educational communities that consciously provided all
students with the kind of rigorous, intellectually challenging education that used to be
restricted to the elite. It was not merely downsizing of big bad institutions (Ancess,
1997). It was a radical notion and an even more radical endeavor (Ancess, 1997).
The significance of this study was to investigate whether the implementation of
one high school’s small learning communities greatly impacted student retention in an
urban school district based on perceptions of teachers and counselors who served at this
school during the transitional process to the SLC model.
Research Questions
RQ 1: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student absenteeism since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and pass rate ofGeorgia High
School Graduation Test (GHSGT) since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and discipline referrals since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and number of interdisciplinary
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interventions by teams since implementation of the high school small
learning communities?
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student gender since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and best practice since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ7: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and themes since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
RQ8: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and project-based learning since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ9: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and advisement since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 10: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and sharedfacilities since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
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RQ 11: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and interdisciplinary teaching since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 12: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors andperformance based assessments
since implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 13: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and personalization since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 14: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and continuous program
improvement since implementation of the high school small learning
communities?
RQ 15: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and looping since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
RQ16: How does the SLC model impact upper-class HS student retention?
Summary
Chapter one presented the Background of the Problem, Student Retention Data
and reasons for its condition, along with the Purpose, Statement of the Problem,




The purpose of this chapter was to examine the relevant literature in support of
this study. Educational theories demonstrated a rationale for this study. The literature
provided an historical overview of Small Learning Communities. The literature explored
the variable student retention, the dependent variable and further explored the
independent variables, which are student absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT, discipline
referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes, project
based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance
based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement and looping.
Educational Theories
Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs Theory was referred to in this study
because of its assumption that students were motivated by needs being met (Chapman,
2010). This theory allowed for a rationale of the advisement and interdisciplinary
intervention components of the Small Learning Community model.
According to Maslow, our most fundamental needs were inherited, having
evolved over many of years. The Needs’ theory satisfied each need, starting with the first
which dealt with the most obvious needs for survival itself. Only, when the lower order
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needs of physical and emotional well-being were satisfied were we concerned with the
higher order needs of influence and personal development. On the other hand, when
things that satisfied our lower needs were swept away, we were no longer concerned
about the maintenance of our higher order needs. In essence, Maslow’s theory validated
the notion that students were more successful academically and socially when problems
were identified and eliminated (Chapman, 2010).
Nettie Legters theorized that the interdisciplinary intervention and advisement
components of the Small Learning Community model minimized student dropout rates
(Legters, 2008). According to Legters, early warning systems in classrooms allowed
teachers to identify obstructions to learning. Fixing problems before they escalated and
building stronger relationships with students positively impacted overall student
achievement (Legters, 2008).
The Louisiana’s High School Redesign Commission suggested that states created
departmental systems that were designed to fix academic issues in its initial stages as
efficiently as possible (Louisiana Department of Education, 2009). The intent was to get
students focused. This proposal was used as a rule of law in the rationale of intervention
and advisement in small learning environments (Louisiana Department of Education,
2009).
Jawanza Kunjufu’s theory of teacher expectations was used as a guide for best
practice, continuous program improvement and personalization in the Small Learning
Community format (Kunjufu, 1989). According to Kunjufu’s theory, student
accomplishments were mostly affected by what a teacher expected of students. Where
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students lived and family income levels lowered expectations of student’s capabilities.
Administrators were able to hold teachers accountable for fulfilling their job
requirements; however, teachers could not be made to love or respect children. Children
possessed innate capabilities that allowed them to know when he or she was loved and
when they perceived they were not loved, it negatively impacted their esteem and
ultimately caused a decrease in student success. This theory justified the need to
continually work toward moving students to greater heights by using the best methods
possible. This theory also demonstrated the need of educators to personalize
relationships with students (Kunjufu, 1989).
Amy R. Anderson of the National Association of School Psychologist theorized
that schools needed to create positive interpersonal climates that allowed opportunities
for relationships between students and teachers (Anderson, 2004). This theory allowed
for rationale of the personalization and advisement component of small learning
communities. This theory was chosen because it further demonstrated that small learning
environments were not enough to meet individual needs of students but rather advisory
allowed for intentional opportunities to build relationships (Anderson, 2004).
Jenifer Dounnay, an analyst for a state education commission theorized that
constructive relationships between teachers and students strongly influenced students
staying in school (Dounnay, 2007). This report was used as justification for the
personalization factor in the SLC scheme (Dounnay, 2007).
The Donnell Kay Foundation theorized schools mostly motivated students when
they allowed for profound relationships that were linked to the ecological settings where
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students spent their time (Donnell Kay Foundation, 2007). This theory proposed
reasoning that personalization was a much needed element of small learning communities
(Donnell Kay Foundation, 2007).
Roberta Furger of the George Lucas Educational Foundation says a concerned
teacher or trusted adult made the difference between student’s staying in school and
dropping out (Furger, 2010). This theory supported the usage of intervention strategies
and relationship building the small learning concept (Furger, 2010).
Albert Bandura’s Self Efficacy Theory rendered beliefs that people could control
their capabilities at certain levels and could influence outcomes about their lives
(Bandura, 1994). Self efficacy beliefs managed cognition, senses, motivation and
behavior. This theory was used as a basis for demonstrating the need for advisory.
Advisory in small learning communities focused on postsecondary options for students
which encouraged students to broaden their choices after high school and to reach their
fullest potentials in life (Bandura, 1994).
Ann Masten researched and had found that resiliency traits were connected to
self-efficacy and self-determination values; students thought that they had control over
their destiny (Masten, 1994). In essence, students could accomplish anything if they
believed in themselves, persevered and did not quit. This theory assisted with proving
that advisory was needed to help students shape their own futures (Masten, 1994).
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High School Small Learning Communities
Historical Overview
Starting a new small learning community presented many challenges (Saari,
2009). These challenges included establishing a physical site, stake-holder expectations
and strongly held values that anived at quality end-products (Saari, 2009). SLCs seemed
to work when well implemented; however, they were not easily implemented (Clark,
2006). They embodied numerous variations from typical modes of high school
operations (Clark, 2006).
It appeared that humans were naturally and perpetually tempted by the prospect of
quick fixed, silver bullets, a basic and powerful answer to our problems (Cotton, 2001).
It was not surprising that many educational leaders, at district levels sought after small
learning models with expedition. Researchers and educators who are experienced small
school leaders were quick to point out that it had no such power (Cotton, 2001).
Founders of Small Schools
Deborah Meier, born April 6, 1931, has been deemed the founder of the modern
small schools movement (Fliegel, 1994). After serving for several years as a
kindergarten teacher of public schools in Chicago, Philadelphia, and then New York City,
in 1974, Meier became the founder and director of an alternative school, Central Park
East which embraced progressive ideals as John Dewey provided better education for
inner city youth in East Harlem, New York (Fliegel, 1994).
Meir (210) showed that a more intensified progressive education was needed
more than an intensified reform school model. As a result, the small learning concept
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ignited like a wild-fire in the educational arena. Central Park East’s schools
demonstrated many reasons for its success (Meier, 1996). Small schools were viewed as
educational solutions; smallness became a prerequisite for a democratic climate and
culture; authentic relationships were built; staff engaged in common work and common
work standards and there were no entrance requirements (Meier, 1996).
The schools Meier helped create mainly served minority students, with many
exceptionalities and skill sets (Meier, 2010). These schools served as model
representations for the National Coalition of Essential Schools founded by Dr. Ted Sizer
and cuffently led by Lewis Cohen (Meier, 2010).
Theodore Ryland Sizer founded the Essential School Movement and was a leader
of educational reform in America (McCartney, 2009). In the late 1970s, he had studied
the organizational model of several high schools in America. These studies lead to
Horace’s Compromise in 1984. In the same year, the Coalition of Essential Schools
supported by the doctrine in Horace Compromise was established (McCartney, 2009).
James P. Connell spent a quarter of a century in youth development and
education, as president and co-founder of the Institute for Research and Reform
Education [IRRE] (Harris, G. (2002). He was instrumental in the implementation of First
Things First, IRRE’ s school reform initiative. First Things First strongly believed in
small learning communities (SLC5) in its approach. These small learning communities
included not only school staff and students but also members of the communities at large.
Students remained at the same small learning community during a four year matriculation
at their school. Small learning communities allowed students and teachers to become
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more personalized, to reshape the school’s identity and culture and took on creative ways
of teaching and learning.
Parents support, at home and at school, was critical for student engagement and
learning and incorporated a comprehensive approach to family advocacy. Family
advocacy became an assurance that each student and his/her caregivers knew and were
known well by at least one adult in the school who stayed with them the duration of their
time in the building (Harris, 2002).
Small Schools Movement
Effort that increased both adolescents engagement with school and academic
achievement, school districts across the country have created small high schools (Weiss,
Carolan, & Baker-Smith, 2010). However, in spite of the extensive adoption of size
reduced reforms, relatively little was known about the relationship between size,
engagement and final products in high school (Weiss, Carolan, & Baker-Smith, 2010).
In the years following the Big School and Small School 1964 Barker and Gump
study, experience has constantly given support for the conclusion that adolescents are
preferable of small schools to large ones (Raywid, 1996). But such a conclusion posed
problems: many of the schools built over three quarters of a century ago, still were in use.
These schools were designed to serve student numbers of 2,000-4,000 or more. And
even as current structures were supplemented or gradually replaced, some policy makers
insisted that small schools would be too costly to build and maintain (Raywid, 1996).
The small schools workshop was started in 1991, with the goal of supporting
Chicago’s reform minded teachers as they tried to create new, smaller learning
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communities in an environment that was historically toxic (Ayers & Klonsky, 2006).
While the Small School’s movement at the time represented a wide range of political and
educational philosophies, our vision of small schools was closely connected with issues
of social justice, equity, and community (Ayers & Klonsky, 2006).
American high schools, across the nation enrolled 1000 or more students each,
while almost one half of these schools enrolled more than 1500 students each (Clearly &
English, 2005). Evidence, however, has shown that small schools, particularly small
secondary schools, resulted in positive benefits for all stakeholders of students that go
beyond letter grades (Clearly & English, 2005).
Students were shortchanged by large, comprehensive high schools (Ark, 2002).
That’s why the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation have supported efforts that created
more personalized small learning environments. The foundation has invested millions of
grant dollars nationwide and created new small schools and through the schools-within-a-
school model (Ark, 2002).
Small Schools: Types of Small Schools
Autonomous Small Schools and Schools-Within Schools, the two categories of
small schools were used in Chicago Public Schools (Nowaczewski, 2003). These small
schools were implemented at the elementary and high school level. Both types of small
schools had students and staff that volunteered for placement at these schools and agreed
to work together for a minimum of two years. All small schools, with the exception of
small charter schools, received the same Chicago Public School’s budget distribution and
contractual agreements with Chicago’s Teacher’s Union. A unit number, administration,
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faculty, students, Local School Council, budget, and schedule were all components of the
autonomous small school concept (Nowaczewski, 2003).
A school-within-a-school (SWS) was a small school with a centralized principal
who oversaw academic communities that shared the same unit number in the same
building (Nowaczewski, 2003). Schools within schools have staff and students who
volunteered for assignments into small schools. These small schools functioned as
miniature support organizations that focused on the entire school. These small schools
were organized with no more than 1000 students. The intent of the smallness was to
reduce anonymity with students. Schools within schools allowed for choices of
professional communities that gave students variety in postsecondary options and a self
created match of comfort (Nowaczewski, 2003).
There were several autonomous schools that led to the Small School Resolution in
1995 (Gray, 2003). This included Cregier Multiplex, which housed three small schools:
Best Practice High School, Nia Middle School, and Foundations Elementary School. The
small schools best practices included school’s missions that provided child-centered
environments that allowed for well organized and team based climates where students
were challenged. These schools were teacher-lead with interdisciplinary projects that
forced teachers to work collaboratively. The scheduling models were blocked which
allowed for longer class sessions. Students were too afforded internships. Teachers and
students collectively gained appreciation for the personal climates that were created
(Gray, 2003).
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The Equipment and Technology Institute, school-within a school combined
academic and employability skills in technological advancement and construction
equipment industry (Smith, 2003). The program included early college courses,
advanced placement courses and preparations for careers in the industry. In addition,
students were provided mentoring opportunities, job shadowing and looped with their
same teacher for the three years in the program. The institute has won extensive local
and national recognition for its success (Smith, 2003).
Connections curriculum, led by Dee Smith in 1989, was created at Piccolo
Elementary School in the mist of school reform (Edwards, 2003). This small school-
within-a-school coupled the required formal structure of the Chicago Public Schools with
each teacher’s own ideas. The school-within a school concept created classroom settings
where learning was productive and done in an upbeat spirited way. Students went to art
classes regularly, attended gym once a week, and were constantly reviewed current
events. The Connections curriculum, after fifth grade, gave students the option to attend
other middle schools which stimulated their performance the way Connections did or
they continued attending school at Piccola. The success of Dee Smith and her team of
small school teachers inspired the development of three more small schools within its
building of Piccolo (Edwards, 2003).
Students and staff at Perspectives Charter School practiced Discipline Life, a
special framework (Day & Shula-Cose, 2003). This was a set of 21 guidelines designed
to assist with staying disciplined. The plan focused on self-perception, communication
and productivity. Students learned to take risk and grew because of a more disciplined
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life. Student advisors met every day. Students also participated in field trips, community
service, or internships monthly. Students were expected to graduate and attend college
or/vocational school according to Perspective’s vision. This charter school served 6th to
12th grade instruction to roughly 150 students (Day & Shula-Cose, 2003).
High School Transformation
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act aimed to close the achievement gaps that
paralleled race and class; however, some of its key provisions were at odds with reforms
that were successfully overhauling the large, comprehensive high schools that
traditionally have failed students of color and low-income students in urban areas
(Darling-Hammond, 2006).
No Child Left Behind accountability measures have caused an increase in student
dropout rates, in spite of its success with improving graduation and college attendance
rates. Push-out rates for low-achieving students (especially English language learners),
created barriers to staffing that disallowed for greater personalization, and discouraged
performance evaluations that cultivated higher-order thinking and performance abilities
(Darling-Hammond, 2006).
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation established goals that redefined American
high schools (Gates, 2005). Bill Gates, Jr. declared American high schools as broken, in
a highly publicized address before the National Education Summit on High Schools. By
obsolete, he meant even if the intended designs of our schools were operating as
expected, they were not adequately teaching our children. Currently, approximately one
third of our students graduated from high school and was not ready for college, work, and
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life. The other two thirds, which most of them were tracked into courses that were
meaningless regards to preparing them for college or a descent job wage. Students did
not learn no matter the strong learning efforts by students and teaching efforts by
educators (Gates, 2005).
From its beginning in 2000, the national high school grants program was viewed
as pragmatist coupled with idealism, since its inception in 2000 (American Institutes for
Research (AIR), 2003). Many of the grants required rigorous work in major cities.
Oakland, Cincinnati, and Providence were among these cities. External nonprofit
organizations received contracts and assisted with redesigning failing high schools.
Contractors controlled resources and ill affected student numbers in districts. Many other
grants went to organizations that had proven success in small learning settings.
The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation allowed replication model schools. The
Met in Providence, Minnesota New County, New Tech High in Napa, and High Tech
High in San Diego all represented progression in secondary education. Some
organizations received grants even though they had no experience with starting high
schools. These organizations established its goals from designed principles that provided
support to teachers and communities in developing school designs (AIR, 2003).
Overhauling high schools was a district wide effort that was in limbo (Karp,
2009). The millions of dollars that were provided by the Gates Foundation had nearly
run out. For this reason, there were no schools being targeted to transform on next year.
Bill Gates has not decided if funding will be provided in the future. Many district leaders
were skeptic about the process working fast enough (Karp, 2009).
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Benefits of Small Learning Communities
Small schools proved to work well for uplifting intellectual and social aspects of
students, parents and teacher’s lives (Fine & Somerville, 1998). More successful schools
provided educational environments where all students achieved at exceptionally higher
levels and where teachers and administrators had greater opportunities to teach and learn
and small schools were used to reignite schools during transformation (Fine &
Somerville, 1998).
School size has become the determining factor that allowed students to achieve at
greater rates, as well in its effectiveness (Bickel, 1999). Ethnic minority students
succeeded the most in smaller schools and encouraged educators across the nation to
believe in its worthiness. The achievement gap, across the country has closed because of
small schools between black and white students (Bickel, 1999).
Learning environments better allowed for community identity among students and
staff (Schofield, 1995). Community settings allowed families to be developed and
students, staff and leadership better collaborated. Without smallness learning and
togetherness failed in classrooms (Schofield, 1995). Small schools language and best
practices were developed because of collaborative efforts by learning-communities
(Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1993). In contrast, school texts in most classrooms, focused on
formal language to be learned. This led to a need for more research (Bereiter &
Scardamalia, 1993).
Learning communities expected for students to provide feedback to each other
and encouraged them to do so (Schofield, 1995). In contrast, most feedback occurred
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between teachers and students. Students rarely self corrected each other. This feedback
entailed students being assessed on learned information taught by teachers (Schofield,
1995).
In learning communities, students became subject matter experts as individuals
and as team members (Collins & Bielaczyc, 1997). Students became experts through in-
depth understanding via rich investigative learning strategies. Also, students constantly
sought to self improve by researching broad based amounts topics. What they researched
was tried and assessed continually. Students learned in this manner individually and
collectively (Collins & Bielaczyc, 1997).
Culminating activities focused the energy of entire classes on collaborative
efforts, which helped to build communities (Bruner, 1996). Learning-communities
created artifacts and performed in the community to further their understanding. There
were continual inquiries and products that were developed over several months. Most
classrooms assignments were designed for individualized learning. Work was usually
produced in short amounts of time (Bruner, 1996).
Knowledge-Building Communities or Computer Supported Intentional Learning
Environments (CSILE) is the name commonly used for the computer software that was
used in classrooms that practiced the pedagogical model (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1991).
Students worked together and made sense of the world around them and worked and
advanced their own level of competence and that of the class. The model involved
investigative problem solving by students in various subject areas over several weeks and
months. Students work was entered into an on-line computer. The software supported
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students in developing their notes. Students were able to read via text, graphics,
questions, links to other notes, and commented on each other’s work. The system even
notified them when other students commented on their work. The mission of knowledge
learning was to build knowledge progressively. Students’ goals became collective as
opposed to individualized (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1991).
Opposition to Small Learning Communities
Bond issues were placed on the ballot by Columbia Board of Education (Braden,
2010). The bond issue was designed to fund renovating a large comprehensive high
school and elementary school. The cost of this project may cost a higher tax levy
because the buildings were built on roads that did not connect with downtown. This
theory was speculative according to the Superintendent. Data did not support this
argument. The superintendent advocated for smaller-learning communities rather than
larger comprehensive models. The district’s leader said that students learned better in
smaller environments. Data favored smaller environments, so it was proposed by the
superintendent to buy small houses, renovate them and turn them into mini-schools;
however, the Board was concerned that small schools would not support extracurricular
activities for students and did not view its existence as feasible (Braden, 2010).
Reorganizing St. Paul schools into Small Learning Communities was not to raise
student achievement (Thomson, 2001). The superintendent’s intent for reorganizing
schools was to reform them into training centers for jobs. Questions were asked about
the relevancy of high schools being turned into training centers for jobs. For example,
were children 13 or 14 years old prepared to choose careers? Were students capable of
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foreseeing their future interest at such an early age, with commitment? Was it best to
have given students a broad exposure to professional experiences to select from later in
their lives? The superintendent argued that small learning communities allowed students
to achieve better academically; however, small learning communities were designed to
improve academic abilities not career options. The superintendent’s reasons for
implementing small learning communities were questionable (Thomson, 2001).
The Delphi Technique was a strategy that allowed predetermined outcomes for
dissenters against Small Learning Communities (Education Reporter, 2002). This
technique caused for group sessions where input was solicited from parents, community
leaders and basic citizens to answer predetermined questions. The questions where
designed to direct answers the way that educational leaders needed them to be. Reported
answers normally excluded negative responses and teachers were subtly threatened to
lose their jobs if they disagreed with the school’s leadership (Education Reporter, 2002).
Michael and Susan Klonsky developed a small book of personal experiences
about failed implementations of the small schools reform movement (Klonsky &
Wrigley, 2010). This book told a story of the Ownership Society as a conservative
powerful group that was anti-teacher and anti-public citizens. The Ownership Society’s
focus was privatization and dismantling teacher unions. These conservative society
members sought to maintain economic control through counterstrategies that opposed the
No Child Left Behind mandate. Smaller schools would have allowed an increase in
student’s achievement which would have led to increased employment. The Ownership
Society delivered consequences with standardized tests and punitive measures with low
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performing schools. This Society needed for small schools to fail because small schools
represented elimination of their control (Klonsky & Wrigley, 2010).
Community members of Sante Fe encouraged members of their district’s Board of
Education to not eliminate arts and music positions from its schools (Cruz, 2010).
Teachers spoke at the board meeting and emphasized the impact that the arts have on
overall student achievement. The board focused on the million dollar savings in cost that
would be saved (Cruz, 2010).
Dependent Variable
Student Retention
Quantitative analysis covered demographic data, attendance rates, retention rates,
and dropout rates; and measured academic achievement (Wasley, Fine, Gladden,
Holland, King, Mosak, & Powell, 2000). Ethnographic studies were carried out by eight
small schools. Chicago’s new small schools served students of color, children from
poorer homes and students performed at below-averaged levels. Schools-within-schools
tended to be assessable in poorly performing schools but typically attracted the higher
achievers in those schools. Teachers had education and experience comparable to those
of other Chicago teachers. Similarly to students in larger schools, small-schools’ students
had better attendance rates, much lower dropout rates, and lower retention rates (Wasley
et al., 2000).
A review of retention research spanning the last 100 years, concluded that the
results of research published during the past decade examining the efficacy of grade
retention on academic achievement and socio-emotional adjustments were consistent
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with the converging evidence and conclusions of research from the remainder of the
century (Jimmerson, 2001). This data did not demonstrate that grade retention provided
greater benefits to students with academic or adjustments difficulties than did promotion
to the next grade. Moreover, results of recent longitudinal retention research suggested
that children who were retained were more likely to drop out and less likely to attend post
high school educational programs (Jimmerson, 2001).
Schools that were effective in promoting student learning (growth in
achievement) were not necessarily effective in reducing dropout or transfer rates
(Parlardy, 2005). Hidden dropout or irregular school attendance may have been the first
stage of school dropout (Rosenblurn, 2008). Teens may have left school because of
academic failure, disciplinary problems, or employment opportunities (Stearns, 2006).
Older male students were more likely than younger males to leave school for
employment (Stearns, 2006). Dropping out of high school built a long-term process of
disengagement from classrooms and had profound social and economic consequences for
students, their parents, and their communities (Christine, 2007). Students who dropped
out of high school typically found it hard to find jobs, earned less money than students
who graduated, were on public assistance, and at some time in life spent time in prison
(Christine, 2007).
In some large-city school systems, a high percentage of students left high school
without a diploma (Neild, 2008). A great proportion of these dropouts did not earn
enough credits to be promoted at a higher grade than ninth (Neild, 2008). High dropout
rates among students who were retained in a grade were often deemed evidence that
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grade retention was harmful (Roderick, 1994). The more often a student had contact with
the judicial system, it increased school dropout (Hirschfield, 2009).
Independent Variables
Student Absenteeism
Chronic absenteeism has become an extremely large problem in public schools,
particularly school aged students (Williams, 2001). It has become unlawful for students
to not attend school (Williams, 2001). Student academic failures, school dropout rates,
and juvenile delinquency became problems due to chronic student absenteeism
(McCluskey, 2004). Many schools have not maintained consistent data concerning
attendance records (de Jung, 1985). Student’s esteem is lowered, class work is missed
and increased chances of dropping out of school were all influenced by students missing
school (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).
The core of the problem has become unexcused absences (Baker, Jansen, &
Williams, 2000). Studies indicated that sustained absences negatively impacted
achievement levels of students and test scores (Baker, Jansen, & Williams, 2000).
Most schools witnessed a loss of instructional and learning time, due to increased
student absenteeism (Mayers, Mitchell, & Williams, 1993). Students that demonstrated
low grades, sporadic attendance and ultimately dropped out exhibited more acts of
delinquency (Lotz, Lee, & Williams, 1999). Students identified which teachers enforced
school policy, with consistency (Enomoto & Williams, 1997).
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Pass Rate of GHSGT
It was argued that the No Child Left Behind Act and its high stakes testing criteria
led to higher student dropout numbers (Dodd, 2007). Student anxiety, fear and stress
have all been linked to standardize testing (Dodd, 2007). Since their inception,
graduation tests and other high-stakes tests have created major debates in the educational
and political arena (Sheldon & Biddle, 1998). Outside sources were used to evaluate
motivational and learning levels of students (Wheelock, Bebell, & Haney, 2000). Results
from studies of outside sources indicated that students presented ill behaviors that caused
them to become withdrawn (Wheelock, Bebell, & Haney, 2000). Classrooms that were
test driven detracted from student’s love of learning (Sacks, 1997).
Many researchers have held high stakes testing accountable for higher student
dropout rates in America (Rothstein, 2002). Graduation exams have also been deemed a
cause of students dropping out of school by researchers. Another study reported that
states that did not administer high stakes testing decreased student dropout rates (Jacob,
2001). High stakes testing have become predictable indicators of students dropping out
of school (Fair Test, 2007). The Berliner-Amrein analyses suggested that high stakes test
impeded on student academic growth (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Studies in Georgia
showed that numbers have significantly increased of students who chose to earn a
General Educational Developmental (GED~ credential because of difficulties with
passing high stakes tests (Murnane, Willett, & Tyler, 2000).
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Discipline Referrals
Improving student discipline has become a paramount issue for most of today’s
educators (Bonfadini, 1993). There have been a multitude of interventions and research
findings that countered one another, until it had become perplexing (Gushee, 1984).
There was no standardized means of resolving behavioral issues (Gushee, 1984).
Educational leaders were cognizant of disciplinary concerns and their affects on
schools for years (Martin, 2007). Student discipline trends pre-determined a high schools
success level, criminal activity, student support team referrals and serious incident reports
(Martin, 2007). Schools generally publicized student discipline rules well; however,
schools generally did not enforce their own policies (Bushweller, 2005). Large
comprehensive schools more often reprimanded students via transferred, suspended, or
expelled for making trouble (Viadero, 2005).
Research had proven that suspending students often and high volumes of
disciplinary referrals have been counterproductive and led to students dropping out of
school (Louisiana State Education Progress Report, 2006). Expulsions have too been
linked to students failing to graduate on time (Louisiana State Education Progress Report,
2006). A strong indicator of dropping out of school was student suspensions (Skiba &
Peterson, 1999). High rates of suspensions were the leading cause to sophomore students
dropping out of school (Ekstrom, 1986). It was implied that students were suspended
often in hopes that they would not return to school (Civil Rights Project, 2000). Many
state educational departments did not allow school districts to create alternative learning
environments because of concerns of increased dropout rates (Civil Rights Project, 2000).
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Schools that implemented zero tolerance practices caused many minorities to drop out of
school (Clairborne, 1999). The practice of corporal punishment created the same
problem of people of color discontinuing to come to school (Fasko & Gregory, 1995).
Caucasian-American males were sixteen times less than African-American males to
receive corporal punishment at school (Gregory, 1995).
There have been several arguments that attempted to justify the racial disparities
ofpunitive against minority male students (Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Rocha, 2005). The
excuses given for major differences in numbers were typically that minority students
committed more serious misdeeds than white students (Skiba & Peterson, 1999; Rocha,
2005). Research proved that decisions by school leadership did not apply similar
punishment s for black students that it did for whites on similar charges (Meir, Stewart, &
Rocha, 1991). Either way, increased disciplinary referrals negatively impacted student
dropout rates in high schools (Meir, Stewart, & Rocha, 1991).
Interdisciplinary Intervention
Educational leaders, in many cases, assumed that African-American students had
the same academic and social needs but required a little more assistance as minorities
(Ladson-Billing, 1994). Researchers rarely collected data about cultural differences that
allowed for separate types of support (Ladson-Billing, 1994). Most research did not
demonstrate strong enough findings to suggest that blacks and whites learned alike and
required the same assistance at school (Prevatt & Kelly, 2003). For this reason, it was
not prudent to believe that a one size fit all best practice was sufficient in educating any
student and would decrease dropout rates (Prevatt & Kelly, 2003). Schools across the
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nation had created dropout-prevention programs (Schargel & Smink, 2001). Clemson
University’s National Prevention Center have conducted many studies on student dropout
rates but very little research had been done on designing policies to fit racial needs
(Schargel & Smink, 2001).
There were few studies that took place in controlled environments on strategies
that prevented students from dropping out of school (Lehr, Hanson, Sinclair, &
Christenson, 2003). Most studies conducted were found to be of low quality work and
lacked scientific evidence (Lehr et al., 2003). A recent report noted that there was a
strong need for more serious research in the area of program initiatives designed to
decrease the number of students from dropping out of school (U.S. General Accounting
Office, 2002). Schools that provided adequate services to minorities and understood the
disparities and differences between race were not effective because it was difficult
convincing students to trust the system and to remain in school (Rumberger & Larson,
1998).
Student Race
Intellectual blacks lived on the same streets, in the same neighborhoods with
those who were less educated, before the U.S. landmark case Brown vs. Topeka, Kansas
(Kunjufu, 2002). Students knew their educators because they lived in the same
communities. They even attended the same churches (Kunjufu, 2002).
Many American cities have admitted to and responded to the plights of Black
boy’s quest for positive role models (Kunjufu, 1989). In large urban based cities,
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organizations such as the One Hundred Black Men have formed to specifically respond to
needs of Black boys in public schools (Kunjufu, 1989).
Table 5 reported that Caucasian student retention rates have been on a constant
increase since 1970; however, African-American youth’s rates doubled that of whites and
Hispanics tripled, since the same base year (U. S. Department of Education, 2009).
Table 5
National Dropout Rates
Status dropout rates of 16- through 24-year-olds, by race/ethnicity:
Selected years, 1980-2007
Race/ethnicit?
Year Total’ White Black Hispanic
1980 14.1 11.4 19.1 35.2
1985 12.6 10.4 15.2 27.6
1990 12.1 9.0 13.2 32.4
1995 12.0 8.6 12.1 30.0
2000 10.9 6.9 13.1 27.8
2001 10.7 7.3 10.9 27.0
2002 10.5 6.5 11.3 25.7
2003 9.9 6.3 10.9 23.5
2004 10.3 6.8 11.8 23.8
2005 9.4 6.0 10.4 22.4
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Table 5 (continued)
Status dropout rates of 16- through 24-year-olds, by race/ethnicity:
Selected years, 1980-2007
Race/ethnicity2
Year Total’ White Black Hispanic
2006 9.3 5.8 10.7 22.1
2007 8.7 5.3 8.4 21.4
Total included other race/ethnicity categories not separately shown.
2Race categories excluded persons of Hispanic ethnicity.
Note: See National Center for Education Statistics, The Condition of Education 2009
(NCES 2009-08 1), Indicator 20 (U.S. Department of Education, 2009)
Caucasian-Americans tended to place significantly higher on overall student
achievement than African-American students (Ladson-Billing, 1994). Caucasian-
American students were at less risk of dropping out of school than African-American
children and were suspended less often (Ladson-Billing, 1994). There was a major gap in
the graduation rates between whites than blacks (Greene, 2001). White student’s lowest
percentile of high school graduates outperformed the highest percentile of black
graduates (Greene, 2001).
Table 6 reported that virtually in every state, African-American and Hispanic
students maintained lower high school graduation rates than Caucasians. The disparity
between minority students and whites was significant in California, Iowa, Michigan,
Nebraska, New York, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and Wyoming (Green, 2001).
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Table 6
Individual State Dropout Rates
Graduation African-American Latino White
State Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate
Alabama 62% 52% 33% 69%
Alaska 67% 58% 58% 74%
Arizona 59% 54% 50% 70%
Arkansas 72% 67% 48% 74%
California 68% 59% 55% 78%
Colorado 68% 55% 47% 85%
Connecticut 75% 64% 53% 79%
Delaware 73% 64% 57% 78%
District of Columbia 59% 55% 59% Ins
Florida 59% 51% 52% 63%
Georgia 54% 44% 32% 61%
Hawaii 69% 53% 66% 67%
Idaho 78% N/A N/A N/A
Illinois 78% 57% 55% 89%
Indiana 74% 55% 55% 77%
Iowa 93% 57% 60% 95%
Kansas 76% 54% 51% 80%
Kentucky 71% N/A N/A N/A
Louisiana 69% 62% 70% 76%
Maine 78% Ins Ins 78%
Maryland 75% 66°o 70°o 80%
Massachusetts 75% 70°o 51°o 78%
Michigan 75% 53°o 5500 79%
Minnesota 82% 43°o 53°o 87%
Mississippi 62% 58°o Ins 66%
Missouri 75% 58°o 63°o 78%
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Table 6 (continued)
Graduation African-American Latino White
State Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate Graduation Rate
Montana 83% Ins 82% 88%
Nebraska 85% 53% 50% 90%
Nevada 58% 49% 40% 65%
New Hampshire 71% N/A N/A N/A
New Jersey 75% 66% 60% 86%
New Mexico 65% 58% 58% 74%
New York 70% 51% 53% 82%
North Carolina 63% 55% 38% 68%
North Dakota 88% N/A N/A N/A
Ohio 77% 49% 63% 82%
Oklahoma 74% 64% 57% 78%
Oregon 67% 49% 43% 70%
Pennsylvania 82% 63% 56% 86%
Rhode Island 72% 61% 51% 77%
South Carolina 62% N/A N/A N/A
South Dakota 80% Ins Ins 89%
Tennessee 60% 44°o 38% 64%
Texas 67% 5900 56% 76%
Utah 81% NA N/A N/A
Vermont 84% N A N/A N/A
Virginia 74% 64° o 62% 78%
Washington 70% N/A N/A N/A
West Virginia 82% 71°o Ins 82%
Wisconsin 85% 40°o 56°o 92%
Wyoming 81% Ins 59°o 84%
INS = Insufficient student count for calculating graduation rate;
N/A=Data not available
Note: See State Graduation Rates (Green, 2001)
39
There were various reasons for high percentages of African-American males
dropping out of school (Redditt, 2005). Many educators believed that there was a
correlation between minority students who earned free or reduced lunch and low student
achievement (Corbett, 2006). This belief system strongly guided the expectations of
minority students for teachers and administrators (Corbett, 2006).
tudent Gender
High school dropout rates, students between the ages of 16-24 have declined since
1960 (U.S. Department of Education, 2007). There was a significant decrease from
27.8% to 10.3%, between 1960 and 2006 of males who had dropped out of school (U.S.
Department of Education, 2007). On a national scale, female students in comparison to
males graduated at a higher rate. Females graduated at 72% while males at 65% (Greene
& Winters, 2006). Recent data demonstrated that overall, most girls did not graduate
with a regular high school diploma (National Women’s Law Center, 2008). In 2007,
over half a million high school dropouts were female (National Women’s Law Center,
2008). Boys generally dropped out of school to earn wages, while girls became pregnant
or married. Boys dropped out of school more often than girls for disciplinary concerns
(Hale, 1998).
Best Practice
Most schools could not respond to immediate changes because of centralized
control at district levels (Ouchi, 2004). Of nine school districts, a study revealed that
decentralized leadership was more effective and efficient in responding to quick changes
(Ouchi, 2004).
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Middle and high schools sought feedback from students on how to gain buy-in
from the community so that their schools would be more successful (Defur & Korinek,
2010). These schools found that student input became a very valuable and reliable source
for educational planning (Defur & Korinek, 2010).
A slogan in the 1 980s and 1 990s was small schools should be self governing
(Meier, 2010). The essences of these small schools were democratic in nature where all
stakeholders participated in the decision making process (Meier, 2010).
Allowing students choice is school selection rendered fear that race biases would
have been prevalent (Gregory & Tedin, 2002). Research showed that most families
chose schools based on race and ethnicity (Gregory & Tedin, 2002).
There has become a strong focus on creating a better teacher workplace in the past
ten years (Louis & Marks, 1998). Teacher unions have demanded that teachers be treated
as professionals. They also wanted more autonomy in making decisions for teachers. In
addition, the need for relevance in workload was too requested (Louis & Marks, 1998).
Interests in educating high schools students through small learning environments
have grown (Washor & Mojkowski, 2003). Schools that decided to adopt small schools
did so because it provided a more conducive learning approach for students who were not
learning in larger comprehensive models. Fundamentally, these small environments
better assured that no child would be left behind.
Some worldviews argue that the small learning approach better allowed for
accountability. With the demands of the federal government to improve education
through standardized testing, smallness has become the trend of this era in education.
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Smallness allowed for transparency of who was fulfilling expectations and who was not.
The intent of accountability and smallness was to increase overall student achievement
(Washor & Mojkowski, 2003).
Themes
Kensington High School had four small communities, each with its own principal
and 400 students assigned (Philadelphia Student Union Chapter, 2004). Each school
shared facilities that accommodated elective courses for students from all four schools.
Theme selections for each school were selected from data drawn from classroom
presentations. The themes selected were as follow:
Business: The focus of this small school was to assist students with better
understanding dynamics of entrepreneurial programs and business as a whole before
entering college or attempting to start their own business. The school’s professional
partner was the Mercado, run by Norris Square Civic Association. Located on the
proposed property on Front and Berks was the Mercado which was run by Norris Square
Civic Association.
Creating andperforming arts: The community did not provide vast opportunities
for creative learning, so the school provided its own creative curriculum. The curriculum
was inclusive of art, drama, dance, music, graphic design, web page design, and
photography.
ESOL Bilingual and dual immersion: The school’s community was heavily
populated with ESOL/Bilingual students. With this, the school focused on services to
dual languages and international studies. In addition, language labs and software were
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provided. This school had three elementary schools with a heavy population of
ESOL/Bilingual students that fed into this school annually. These services further
supported the Capital Improvement Plan by Philadelphia’s School District.
Urban Studies: This school created curricular that focused on the social sciences.
The school endeavored to guide students on the need to give back to the community.
Most of their professional partners were geared toward uplifting the community
(Philadelphia Student Union Chapter, 2004).
Project-Based Learning
Project-based learning gave students an ability to choose how they would learn
(Public Broadcast Service, 2004). Students started projects with an end in mind. In
addition, project-based learning allowed students to integrate state performance standards
and student based ecological experiences into finished products. This method further
allowed students to identify academic strengths and trust in their personal abilities.
Students were able to integrate technology into projects which added academic rigor
(Public Broadcast Service, 2004).
Advisement
Small schools better allowed for personalization during advisement (Hall, 2010).
Advisory sessions were different for each small school. Advisory allowed open dialogue
and project-based activities. The intent was to provide a nurturing learning environment
that was personal for students and staff.
Advisory programs were key elements of small schools. Advisory curriculum
was aligned with the essence of relationship building in mind. Students were given a
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voice and the community was asked for its assistance. The programs operated much
different from traditional advisory settings (Hall, 2010).
Shared Facilities
Developing schools that provided equity was a perplexing issue for building
developers (American Architectural Foundation, 2005). Schools were built with the
intent of closing disparity gaps between students. Developers designed buildings that
were more personal so that students who were more fortunate and anticipated on
attending college influenced less fortunate students to believe they had a future beyond
high school. This environment allowed students to get to know one another.
Quick changes were challenges for most schools, so facilities were created to
adapt. School districts advocated for flexible facilities that changed over time. This
creation was decisive and structured, in its inception to meet the many demands of
students on a continuous basis. Its mission provided flexibility and adaptability for a
long-range planning program.
Participants of the small learning communities developed their own language.
Small learning environments, professional communities, and project-based learning
became dialogue that was abstract and challenging to adapt (American Architectural
Foundation, 2005).
Interdisciplinary Teaching
Most effective schools discovered that factors that impacted teachers were
relevant across the curricular (Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000). Factors that
affected teachers were need for parental support, evaluation methods for student work,
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and collaboration among staff. The small school model better allowed for teacher factors
to better served under a collaborative model approach.
The collaborative model too allowed for a well organized and well monitored
reading intervention program. Teachers did not just teach mandated standards but rather
planned in their lessons for reading in small groups, increased time on task behavior and
effective communication with students (Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000).
Performance-Based Assessments
Wildwood Secondary School, a performance based assessment school, in Los
Angeles, California. Wildwood enrolled 220 students, grades 6 through 11, and in 2004
graduated its first class (Davidson, 2002). From its beginning, this high school had
assessed students with narrative assessments as opposed to letter grades. Its practice of
learning-centered assessments allowed teachers to give special attention to individual
needs of students. There were high expectations of students and staff and these
expectations were well publicized. Class sizes were small in nature that allowed teachers
to be more personal and learn their student’s academic strengths and challenges. Some
schools in the district used narrative assessments. Teachers used these assessments to
link personal goals and standards beyond the school’s normal curricular. This practice
allowed teachers to constantly remind students of their postsecondary options in life.
These schools also partnered with local colleges to assure that their curriculum
was aligned with the requirements for admissions into their schools. These schools had
college fairs, group forums from colleges and personal relationships with admissions’
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staff. Students were able to get accepted without difficulty because they fulfilled the
requirements for admissions as an ongoing process during high school.
Souhegan High School’s staff strongly believed in personalized assessments;
however, the leadership spoke about the enormous costs to providing personalized
assessments. There were over 270 students who maintained portfolios and was even
provided with focus-group sessions inclusive of parents, teachers, and professionals from
the community to assist them with making better choices in life. This practice was
rigorous to manage but staff persevered and students learned more about themselves than
ever before (Davidson, 2002).
Personalization
There has been a gradual process to collective agreements on why students
succeed (Kiem & Connell, 2004). The general consensus was that high expectations,
minimal behavioral issues, personalization and an engaging curriculum provided for
overall high student achievement. These practices became the norm where students
succeeded as a norm. The expectation was for all students to do extremely well. The
support was there in every endeavor of student life. Students were provided structure and
clear and concise expectations from adults. Students were given voice in the decision
making process about expectations but final decisions of expectations were provided for
them. There were clear rubrics for consequences for ill behavior. Students honored the
consequences because they were fair.
Research demonstrated that students who were provided stronger personalization
and support at school yielded better academic reports. This practice was costly to
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provide; however, students who were able to experience this type of schooling strongly
benefited from its methodologies. The advantages were vast (Kiem & Connell, 2004).
Continuous Program Improvement
The principal at this school was forever getting new equipment and providing
programs (Newman, Smith, Allensworth, & Bryk, 2001). The hallways were filled with
memorabilia of plaques, pictures, commendations and reading and math initiatives. The
school had special partnerships with social service agencies and provided faculty
sponsored programs for students.
In spite of awards being posted on the walls, staff and students knew that many of
the programs did not work. Many were frustrated and awaited more programs to be
implemented that did not work. There were workshops and more workshops and
attending these sessions appeared to be a waste of time because it became difficult to
appreciate new ideas when everyone knew was going to fail.
The principal tried several programs but ceded to the fact that nothing was
working. It appeared that everything researched countered the other. Teachers were
being pulled in several directions and so was the leadership. The principal found more
and more programs in an effort to fix what was not working. Several programs needed to
be cut but no one knew which to cancel. The school never took the time to determine
what was really working and trained for mastery of those programs.
Research showed that in order for school wide programs to be effective, there had
to be a clear mission and vision that was aligned with that of the district and state. There
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had to be instructional and curriculum cohesion within the district. There was strong
program coherence when the following conditions were evident:
1. A consistent instructional framework that guided curriculum, teaching,
assessments and the learning climate.
2. The framework that was supported by appropriate staff working conditions.
3. An avoidance of clutter and proper allocation of resources such as materials,
time, and staff (Newman, Smith, Allensworth & Bryk, 2001).
Looping
Teachers advanced with their students from the ninth grade to their senior year
(Northeast and Islands Regional Education, 1997). This practice allowed for stronger
relationships between students and staff. In 1913, a memo written by the U.S.
Department of Education spoke about the advantages of teachers looping with their
students. In modern times, Deborah Meier promoted looping as essential in education
because it better allowed for personalization in schools.
Many schools of today have decided to use looping as a tool of efficiency.
Teachers and educational leaders have been rediscovering this logic for schools but have
not made it a mandatory practice, even though it proved over and over to be successful
(Northeast and Islands Regional Education, 1997).
Summary
Chapter two exposed the reader to educational theories, a historical overview of
small learning communities, researched based data on the endemic problem with student






This chapter outlined the theoretical framework that was used to investigate the
impact of high school small learning communities on student retention, the dependent
variable. There were three educational theories used to assist with explaining how factors
impacted student retention. More specifically, Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchal Needs
Theory identified levels of human needs that had to be met to motivate students.
Jawanza Kunjufu’s Expectancy Theory discussed personal biases that lowered teachers’
expectations of students and Bandura’ s Self Efficacy Theory proposed students gain
control over personal beliefs relevant to personal capabilities. Student absenteeism, pass
rate of GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best
practice, themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary
teaching, performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program
improvement and looping served as independent variables.
Definition of Variables and Terms
Dependent Variable
Student Retention: Students required to repeat grade levels because of failed





Advisement: Academic advising was the process between the student and an
academic advisor that explored the value of a general education, reviewed the services
and policies of the institution, discussed educational and career pians, and made
appropriate course selections (University of Main at Machias, 1986).
Best Practice: A best practice was a technique or methodology that, through
experience and research proved to reliably lead to a desired result (Williams, 2008).
Guided Reading exercises have been used as best practice activities that assisted students
with improving reading comprehension.
Continuous Program Improvement: Determined the need to revise, maintain, or
eliminate instructional, curricula, or behavioral programs, in the best interest of overall
student achievement. Decisions were made due to data analysis.
Discipline Referrals: Referred to the number of disciplinary referrals by teachers
on the following behavioral issues—classroom disruption (constant off task talking,
laughing, or verbal confrontations), physical altercations, disrespect to teachers,
disrespect to other students; or refusal to relinquish cellular phones or iPods in
accordance with school’s policy relevant to electronic devices not being seen or used
during a school day.
Interdisciplinary Intervention: Interdisciplinary referred to grade level teachers,
of all four core subject areas whose classrooms were juxtaposed or in close proximity and
planning periods were at the same time that allowed for development of strategic plans
that identified and improved academic and social challenges of students. Intervention,
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referred to the number of strategies that were designed and implemented by the
interdisciplinary team on the following academic and social issues: failed classroom
standards/activities (informal and formal assessments, reading comprehension,
homework, and group projects) and student discipline.
Interdisciplinary Teaching: Teachers planned lessons with the intent of student
outcomes inclusive of curricula standards of two or more subject areas.
Looping: The same teachers matriculated alongside their ninth grade class, until
graduation.
Pass Rate ofGeorgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT): Referred to the
number of students, by their senior year and spring semester, that passed the GHSGT
(Georgia Department of Education, 2010). The Georgia High School Graduation Test
was the State mandated tool that tested high school students in all core subject areas on
the State’s mandated curriculum. The State required students to meet or exceed State
standards by achieving a score of 500 on each core area subject. A score of 540 or better
indicated exceeding State standards (Georgia Department of Education, 2010).
Performance Based Assessments: Teachers tapped into student’s knowledge base
with creative and alternative means of evaluating outcomes.
Personalization: Personalization was defined as: adults in the school knew kids
(and often families) so well that instruction and learning opportunities could be tailored
to individual students based on that knowledge; students had a sense of belonging, and
students trusted teachers (Lambert & Lowry, 2004).
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Project Based Learning: Student groups explored a particular topic with the
intent of answering questions relevant to state curricula standards and external curricula
designed to include language relevant to the small learning communities’ theme.
Shared Facilities. Two or more communities used common areas or facilities for
similar use.
Student Absenteeism: Referred to any regular school day in which a student was
absent regardless of the reason.
Student Gender: Sex of student (Male or Female)
Themes: Themes were used to allow students to connect all completed activities
to a professional community’s purpose.
Other Terms
High-Stakes Test: High-Takes Test, referred to any state created assessments
designed to determine a student’s eligibility to qualify for a high school diploma.
Small Learning Communities: Referred to a small and personalized learning
environment that focused on meeting individual needs of students (Hall, 2010). It was an
educational model that redesigned the traditional high school and enhanced the delivery
of a curriculum that was more rigorous, relevant and personalized for every student (Hall,
2010).
Upper Class Students: Referred to any student that attained junior or senior level
classifications and had earned specified amount of course credits.
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Limitations of the Study
The limitations for this research studied were as follow:
1. This study was limited to a single school system in Georgia and may not have
been representative of all the schools or school districts in the state of
Georgia;
2. This case study was limited because the sampled population was all from
Atlanta Public Schools;
3. This study was limited because only a small body of researched literature has
been written and investigated the link between high school small learning
communities and upper class high school student retention;
4. This study was limited because the scope and sequence was limited to 11th and
12th grade students;
5. This study was limited because it did not measure administrator’s views on
small learning communities and upper class high school student retention; and
6. This study was limited because the validity of some of the data was dependent
on the integrity of the respondents.
Basic Assumptions
1. It was assumed that respondents would answer questions truthfully.
2. It was assumed that respondents would participate willfully.
3. It was assumed that it was highly possible that other relevant factors affected
student retention.
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4. It was assumed that the respondents felt that their anonymity was protected
and provided truthful answers to the survey questions.
5. It was assumed that this school’s educational model would not transform back
to a comprehensive model while this study was in progress.
Summary
This chapter presented the theoretical framework utilized to investigate various
independent variables (student absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT, discipline referrals,
interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes, project based
learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance based
assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and looping) as they




Chapter four described and analyzed the methodology utilized in the investigation
of how the selected independent variables student absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT,
discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes,
project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and
looping impacted student retention, the dependent variable.
Chapter four discussed and described the following: participants, site selection,
research design, sampling procedures, instruments, data collection procedures, statistical
applications, delimitations and overall summary.
Description of Participants
The participants of this study were primarily African-American between the ages
of 21 and 60 years old (Department of Education, 2010). There were 24 women and 4
men who were studied and most of them held master level degrees. All participants had
taught at this school five years or longer. There were 14 participants who taught ll~
grade and there were 14 participants who taught 12th grade. Most of these participants
have held a leadership role at this school. All of these participants experienced the high
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school transformation from comprehensive to small learning communities (Department
of Education, 2010).
Description of Site Selection
This school met four out of seven targets for Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)
and was a Title I funded school. The overall student enrolment was 1,722 and it was
estimated that 82% of students accepted free or reduced breakfast/lunch.
Research Design
A mix-method, descriptive case study design was used in this study. In the
quantitative portion of this design, data was obtained from 11th and 12th grade teachers,
counselors, and instructional coaches who voluntarily completed a Likert-scale survey.
The survey measured the level of agreement (scales ranged from 1 = strongly disagreed
to 5 not applicable) of the respondents to a series of statements within the areas of
student retention, student absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT, discipline referrals,
interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes, project based
learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance based
assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and looping.
In the qualitative portion of this design, data were obtained through descriptive
notes from a focus group session and face-to-face interview questionnaires with teachers,
counselors and instructional coaches. In addition, this school’s aggregated student
retention data was drawn from the department of education’s website and served as
comparison baseline data to the findings of this study. Respondents were provided with
57
an opportunity to identify their academic fields, years in education, educational levels,
ages, and genders.
Sample Population
The sample was purposely selected. Specifically, the teacher population was
chosen from one federally funded Title I urban based high school in metropolitan Atlanta
area. The subjects of this research were inclusive of all upper-class teachers (11th and
12th grade), counselors, and instructional coaches. The Atlanta Public School System
approved research to be conducted only at this one school, with this study. Likert-scale
surveys were distributed to all ~ and 12th grade teachers at this school. Of the 30
surveys distributed, a total of 28 or 93% were given back for analysis. Interview
questions were distributed to four counselors and two instructional coaches, one
questionnaire for each counselor of each small learning community and one questionnaire
for each instructional coach. Of the six questionnaires that were distributed, a total of 5
or 83% were given back for analysis. Eight teachers, one counselor and one instructional
or 30% of overall respondents participated in the focus group session.
Description of the Instruments
Data collection instruments for this study were inclusive of a Likert-scale survey,
interview questionnaire, and a focus group questionnaire. The instruments were self
designed and assessed by tenured professors whose field of expertise was in K- 12
leadership. The instruments were based on research by indicating a high degree of
validity and reliability. Questions on the surveys were developed based on the
independent and dependent variables.
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Data Collection Procedures
The researcher distributed the Likert-scale survey and interview questionnaire via
email to each self-selected 11th and 12th grade teacher, of each small learning community.
The researcher informed each participant face-to-face reference the necessity to check
their emails for participation. All participants were notified of a designated time to meet
for a focus group interview session; however, approximately 20% of participants
responded. The focus group participants all gathered at a designated site and engaged in
thought provoking dialogue relevant to the questions from the data collection tool. The
researcher collected written notes and transcribed data from the session.
The researcher collected survey and questionnaire data face-to-face. No data were
returned via email. Atlanta Public School’s research department approved all data
collection prior to research implementation. Upon completion of data collection, data
were analyzed for trends and patterns of thematic based teacher perceptions.
Statistical Application
The researcher utilized the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) to
conduct summary analysis. The researcher used the following statistical procedures:
Means, Frequency, and Pearson Correlation. Chapter four was inclusive of participant
and site demographic data and summary analysis of frequency tests. A Pearson
Correlation was used to determine the levels of relationships between the independent
variables and the dependent variable, student retention for 11th and 12th grade students.
The strength of the relationship between variables was based on a 0.05 level of
significance. Upon completion of data analysis, the researcher was able to infer how
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teacher’s and counselor’s perceptions of selected independent variables (student
absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention,
student gender, best practice, themes, project based learning, advisement, shared
facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance based assessments, personalization,
continuous program improvement, and looping) impacted the dependent variable of
student retention.
Delimitations of the Study
The research study was delimited to the self-selected teachers in one metropolitan
Atlanta school during 2009-2010 school years that utilized the small learning community
model. The research was also delimited to 11th and 12th grade teachers and a few support
staff (counselors and instructional coaches).
Summary
Chapter four presented the methodology and procedures utilized for this study. In
addition, Chapter four was inclusive of an introduction, research design, participants and
site demographic data, sampling procedures, description of the instrument, data collection
procedures, statistical application procedures, delimitations, and summary.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to analyze data in relation to the theoretical
framework which focused on the independent variables: student absenteeism, pass rate of
GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice,
themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and
looping and how it may have been related to the dependent variable student retention.
The analysis provided objective/statistical and subjective/descriptive data regarding the
hypothesis.
Data Analysis
Chapter five analyzed and presented data collected at one school. In order to
conduct data analysis on the impact on student retention, Likert-scale surveys were
distributed to teachers, interview questions were given to counselors and instructional
coaches and student retention data was collected from Georgia’s Department of
Education’s website. Student retention data was collected for 2008-2009, 2007-2008,
and 2007-2006. As of the completion of this study, 2009-2010 student retention data for
Georgia and this school site had not been posted. Student retention data from the
Department of Education included years, total number of students, race/ethnicity (total
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numbers and percentage), and gender (total numbers and percentage). Survey data were
grouped to represent student absenteeism, (items 1-5), pas rate of GHSGT (items 6-11),
discipline referrals (items 12-18), interdisciplinary intervention (items 19-23), student
gender (items 24-29), best practice (items 30-33), themes (items 34-38), project based
learning (items 39-41), advisement (items 42-45), shared facilities (items 46-50),
interdisciplinary teaching (items 51-55), performance based assessments (items 56-59),
personalization (items 60-63), continuous program improvement (items 64-68), and
looping (items 69-72). The answer choices were given numerical value: (1) Strongly
Disagreed; (2) Disagreed; (3) Agreed; (4) Strongly Agreed, and (5) Not Applicable. Data
items from the interview questionnaire and focus group questions were aligned with the
survey items and a comparison analysis was conducted to discern and extract trends and
patterns of perceptions. Demographic items were not used as moderator variables and
were not considered in the analysis of this study.
The researcher utilized the SPSS software to conduct summary analysis. The
researcher used the following statistical procedures: Means, Frequency, and Pearson
Correlation. Demographic data were not considered in the statistical analysis of chapter
five.
Summary
Chapter five gave the statistical analysis of data from the responses of 28 teachers,
3 counselors, and 2 instructional coaches from one school. The 16 research questions of
the study were tested utilizing the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, and Mean,
Frequency, and Pearson Correlation were used. To determine the mean, the number of
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cases was divided into the sum of the values of all cases (Muijs, 2004). The frequency
distribution consisted of how many respondents answered in a particular way or how
many respondents belonged to different group. To determine the degree of linear
relationships between variables, a Pearson Correlation was. To determine if there was a
correlation between variables, a Bivariate test was conducted. The researcher also
wanted to know whether the relationship was statistically significant (low or high
probability of occurring. Correlation figures varied from -ito +1 and the stronger the
correlation, the larger the value (Muijs, 2004). Statistical procedures were tested at .05
for level of significance.
Table 7 gives statistical data on the mean of how teachers responded to survey
questions. The table also provides data from the Likert-scale survey on how the average
teacher perceived the factors analyzed in this study impacted student retention.
Specifically, each mean score was coded in accordance with the numerical values of the
data items.
Table 7




Student Absenteeism 28 0 2.8071
Pass Rate of GHSGT 28 0 2.6964






Interdisciplinary Intervention 28 0 3.3286
Student Gender 28 0 1.4821
Best Practices 28 0 2.8571
Themes 28 0 2.4929
Project Based Learning 28 0 2.8333
Advisement 28 0 2.7768
Shared Facilities 28 0 2.83 57
Interdisciplinary Teaching 28 0 2.9000
Performance Based Assessments 28 0 2.6607
Personalization 28 0 3.0089
Continuous Program Improvement 28 0 2.8000
Looping 28 0 2.607 1




Student Absenteeism Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 6 21.4 21.4 21.4
Agree 22 78.6 78.6 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 9
Discipline Referrals Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 14 50 50 50
Agree 13 46.4 46.4 96.4
Strongly Agree 1 3.6 3.6 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 10
Pass Rate ofGHSGT Frequency Data
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 5 18 18 18
Agree 23 82 82 100
Total 28 100 100
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Table 11
Interdisciplinary Intervention Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 3 10.7 10.7 10.7
Agree 12 42.9 42.9 53.6
Strongly Agree 13 46.4 46.5 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 12
Student Gender Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 18 64.3 64.3 64.3
Disagree 9 32.1 32.1 96.4
Not Applicable 1 3.6 3.6 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 13
Best Practice Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 1 3.6 3.6 3.6
Disagree 6 21.4 21.4 25
Agree 14 50 50 75
Strongly Agree 7 25 25 100




Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 2 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 13 46.5 46.5 53.6
Agree 1 1 39.9 39.3 92.9
Strongly Agree 2 7.1 7.1 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 15
Project-Based Learning Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 6 21.4 21.4 21.4
Agree 17 60.7 60.7 82.1
Strongly Agree 5 17.9 17.9 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 16
Advisement Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 1 3.6 3.6 3.6
Disagree 7 25 25 28.6
Agree 13 46.4 46.4 75
Strongly Agree 7 25 25 100
Total 28 100 100
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Table 17
Shared Facilities Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 7 25 25 25
Agree 16 57 57 82
Strongly Agree 5 18 18 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 18
Interdisciplinary Teaching Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 7 25 25 25
Agree 14 50 50 75
Strongly Agree 7 25 25 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 19
Performance-Based Assessments Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 2 7.1 7.1 7.1
Disagree 5 17.9 17.9 25
Agree 17 60.7 60.7 85.7
Strongly Agree 4 14.3 14.3 100




Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 3 10.7 10.7 10.7
Agree 17 60.7 60.7 71.4
Strongly Agree 8 28.6 28.6 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 21
Continuous Program Improvement Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 1 3.6 3.6 3.6
Disagree 6 21.4 21.4 25
Agree 18 64.3 64.3 89.3
Strongly Agree 3 10.7 10.7 100
Total 28 100 100
Table 22
Looping Frequency Data
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Disagree 8 28.6 28.6 28.6
Agree 19 67.8 67.8 96.4
Strongly Agree 1 3.6 3.6 100
Total 28 100 100
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Table 23 gives statistical data on the Pearson Correlation of how teachers
responded to survey questions.
Table 23
Pearson Correlation Statistical Strength Levels
stuabs GHGT Discip Interven
Stuabs Pearson Correlation 1 .387 .234 .130
Sig. (2-tailed) .042 .231 .510
N 28 28 28 28
GHGT Pearson Correlation .387* 1 .462* .392*
Sig. (2-tailed) .042 .013 .039
N 28 28 28 28
Discip Pearson Correlation .234 .462* 1 .583**
Sig. (2-tailed) .231 .013 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Interven Pearson Correlation .130 .392* .583** 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .510 .039 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Gender Pearson Correlation .025 -.111 -.152 .021
Sig. (2-tailed) .901 .575 .439 .916
N 28 28 28 28
Best Pearson Correlation .215 •449* .655** .554
Sig. (2-tailed) .272 .017 .000 .002
N 28 28 28 28
Themes Pearson Correlation .362 .335 .710** .290
Sig. (2-tailed) .059 .081 .000 .134
N 28 28 28 28
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Table 23 (continued)
stuabs GHGT Discip Interven
Project Pearson Correlation .417* .360 .606** .510**
Sig. (2-tailed) .027 .060 .001 .006
N 28 28 28 28
Advise Pearson Correlation .156 •434* 553** 477*
Sig. (2-tailed) .427 .021 .002 .010
N 28 28 28 28
Shared Pearson Correlation .118 .282 .438 .456
Sig. (2-tailed) .549 .147 .020 .015
N 28 28 28 28
Interdiscip Pearson Correlation .192 .484 .742 .586
Sig. (2-tailed) .328 .009 .000 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Performance Pearson Correlation .487~ .211 .696 .385
Sig. (2-tailed) .009 .282 .000 .043
N 28 28 28 28
Personal Pearson Correlation .264 .244 .618 .616
Sig. (2-tailed) .174 .211 .000 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Continuous Pearson Correlation .201 .388 .472 .472
Sig. (2-tailed) .304 .041 .011 .011
N 28 28 28 28
Looping Pearson Correlation .266 .305 .585 .440
Sig. (2-tailed) .171 .114 .001 .019
N 28 28 28 28
Stuabs Pearson Correlation .025 .215 .362 .417
Sig. (2-tailed) .901 .272 .059 .027
N 28 28 28 28
71
Table 23 (continued)
stuabs GHGT Discip Interven
GHGT Pearson Correlation -.111 .449 .335 .360
Sig. (2-tailed) .575 .017 .081 .060
N 28 28 28 28
Discip Pearson Correlation -.152 .655 710 .606~
Sig. (2-tailed) .439 .000 .000 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Interven Pearson Correlation .021 .554 .290 .510
Sig. (2-tailed) .916 .002 .134 .006
N 28 28 28 28
Gender Pearson Correlation 1 -.218 -.102 -.311
Sig. (2-tailed) .264 .606 .108
N 28 28 28 28
Best Pearson Correlation -.218 1 .640~ .559’
Sig. (2-tailed) .264 .000 .002
N 28 28 28 28
Themes Pearson Correlation -.102 .640 1 .645
Sig. (2-tailed) .606 .000 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Project Pearson Correlation -.311 .559~ .645~
Sig. (2-tailed) .108 .002 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Advise Pearson Correlation -.058 .635** .657~ .286
Sig. (2-tailed) .770 .000 .000 .141
N 28 28 28 28
Shared Pearson Correlation .065 .407* .468 .591
Sig. (2-tailed) .741 .032 .012 .001
N 28 28 28 28
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Table 23 (continued)
stuabs GHGT Discip Interven
Interdiscip Pearson Correlation -.248 .813” .615” .636”
Sig. (2-tailed) .203 .000 .000 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Performance Pearson Correlation .003 .613” .627 .597*•
Sig. (2-tailed) .989 .001 .000 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Personal Pearson Correlation .170 .458 .503 .213
Sig. (2-tailed) .387 .014 .006 .277
N 28 28 28 28
Continuous Pearson Correlation .005 .614* .505** .542**
Sig. (2-tailed) .981 .001 .006 .003
N 28 28 28 28
Looping Pearson Correlation -.019 •447* .650” .413*
Sig. (2-tailed) .925 .017 .000 .029
N 28 28 28 28
Advise Shared Interdiscip Performance
Stuabs Pearson Correlation .156 .118 .192 .487”
Sig. (2-tailed) .427 .549 .328 .009
N 28 28 28 28
GHGT Pearson Correlation .434 .282 .484** .211
Sig. (2-tailed) .021 .147 .009 .282
N 28 28 28 28
Discip Pearson Correlation .553” .438 .742** .696”
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .020 .000 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Interven Pearson Correlation •477* .456 .586 .385
Sig. (2-tailed) .010 .015 .001 .043
N 28 28 28 28
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Table 23 (continued)
Advise Shared Interdiscip Performance
Gender Pearson Correlation -.058 .065 -.248 .003
Sig. (2-tailed) .770 .741 .203 .989
N 28 28 28 28
Best Pearson Correlation .635~ .407 .813 .613~
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .032 .000 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Themes Pearson Correlation .657~ .468 .615~ .627**
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .012 .000 .000
N 28 28 28 28
Project Pearson Correlation .286 .591 .636 .597~
Sig. (2-tailed) .141 .001 .000 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Advise Pearson Correlation 1 .369 .665** .381
Sig. (2-tailed) .053 .000 .045
N 28 28 28 28
Shared Pearson Correlation .369 1 .470 456
Sig. (2-tailed) .053 .012 .015
N 28 28 28 28
Interdiscip Pearson Correlation .665~ .470* 1 .601
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .012 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Performance Pearson Correlation .381 .456 .601
Sig. (2-tailed) .045 .015 .001
N 28 28 28 28
Personal Pearson Correlation .624 .223 .381 .612
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .253 .045 .001
N 28 28 28 28
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Table 23 (continued)
Advise Shared Interdiscip Performance
.576” .422 .580 .513”
.001 .025 .001 .005
28 28 28 28
.601 .347 .496” .615”
.001 .070 .007 .001








































































































Themes Pearson Correlation .503 .505 .650~
Sig. (2-tailed) .006 .006 .000
N 28 28 28
Project Pearson Correlation .213 .542~ .413
Sig. (2-tailed) .277 .003 .029
N 28 28 28
Advise Pearson Correlation .624~ .576 .601*
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .001 .001
N 28 28 28
Shared Pearson Correlation .223 .422 .347
Sig. (2-tailed) .253 .025 .070
N 28 28 28
Interdiscip Pearson Correlation .381 .580** .496~
Sig. (2-tailed) .045 .001 .007
N 28 28 28
Performance Pearson Correlation .612~ .5l3 .615
Sig. (2-tailed) .001 .005 .001
N 28 28 28
Personal Pearson Correlation I .460 .688~
Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .000
N 28 28 28
Continuous Pearson Correlation .460 1 .458
Sig. (2-tailed) .014 .014
N 28 28 28
Looping Pearson Correlation .688~ .458
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .014
N 28 28 28
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Data analysis in qualitative research consisted of preparing and organizing the
data (i.e. text data as in transcripts, or imaged data as in photographs) for analysis, then
reducing the data into themes through a process of coding and condensing the data in
figures, tables, or a discussion (Creswell, 2007). The researcher then established patterns
and searched for correspondence between two or more categories. The researcher
developed generalizations that were naturalistic. People could learn from this case or
may have been able to apply to other cases (Creswell, 2007). Variables that possessed a
natural ordering of categories were Ordinal (Muijs, 2004). Number coding replaced
responses of agree or disagree and were examples of ordinal variables. Ordinal variables
did not behave just as a ruler, we could not measure the distance between agree and
disagree. All agree and disagree types of variables are Ordinal (Muijs, 2004). Data that
did not naturally appear in quantitative form were collected using research instruments
aimed specifically at converting phenomena that did not naturally exist in quantitative
form into quantitative data, which we analyzed statistically (Creswell, 2007, p. 2).
Interview Questionnaire Responses: Counselors/ Instructional Coaches
Counselor 1
Response to Qi: Because students felt disconnected to the school environment,
they opted to either stay away or cut class when they did come. There was a sense of
separatism within the school and the aura of competitiveness made students believe that
unity and loyalty to the concept of school family had been abandoned.
Response to Q2: Prior to the implementation of the Small Learning Community
model, there existed a one for all and all for one theory. Everybody felt compelled to
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make sure that every student received academic support, emotional safety and respect for
all. It appeared that the small learning climate had fostered increased conflict among
students and had certainly created an environment of dog-eat-dog. It appeared that most
resources were given to the SLC that was deemed elite or had the smarter students.
Response to Q3: There was no real discipline in this setting and there was no one
who was in a clear supervisory role, so everybody waited for somebody else to do the
job. In this regard, the children found ioop holes and took charge.
Response to Q4: To be very honest, I knew of no interdisciplinary intervention,
probably because of the current structure and no sharing of what was going on in and
around the school. Even though teachers had common planning, they still planned in
isolation.
Response to Q5: We were in a crisis of adolescent gender identification.
Therefore, teachers were in a state of confusion about how to address issues of this nature
which had never been a part of the learning equation.
Response to Q6: If best practices existed at this school, it has been obscured by
different agendas of the divisiveness of the various learning communities.
Response to Q7: There have been very few thematic units since the SLCs began
at this school. During the first year, there were four and since then I knew of two that
were advertised and implemented.
Response to Q8: There were a number of individual classroom teachers who
engaged students in project-based learning but definitely not as many as it should have
been to actually impact the alleged growth through SLCs.
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Response to Q9: There have been scant attempts to include advisement but it was
no where near it should have been, even after professional development units were
provided throughout the year.
Response to QJO: Some communities had all of the amenities: best technology,
computer labs, resources, and personnel. There was no equity of monetary resources. In
fact, seemingly, one or two SLCs dominated funds for field trips and other events.
Response to Qil: There had been minimal attempts to demonstrate inter
disciplinary teaching. It only happened for show and tell time.
Response to Q12: Creative assessments were not evident in any of the SLCs.
Response to Q13: I have not observed personalization at this school among the
families. Students placed their personal and professional demands on counselors. We
were doing the jobs of teachers as well.
Response to Q14: I have yet to observe any continuous program improvement at
this school. There has been some dialogue in regard to various programs but nothing has
been produced.
Response to Q15: Since its beginning at this school, looping had not occurred.
The students who were rising seniors should have been the first group to have
experienced looping; however, it had not occurred. I believe that the students should have
remained with the same advisors because they knew their students.
Response to Qi 6: Many 11th and I 2th graders had fallen through the cracks
because of the division that SLCs caused. Prior to SLCs students had constant support
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systems where their advisors and counselors remained with them and assisted them with
meeting course requirements and avoiding being retained.
Counselor 2
Response to Qi: Absenteeism has been worst in this last year. We were hoping
the family meetings would make absenteeism improve; however, the exact opposite
happened. There appeared to be a break aown in accountability.
Response to Q2: The GHSGT improved in all areas except for one. The
individual teachers were accountable for the students in each SLC. The teachers shared
class time with each other and prepared students for each test, each day. The teachers
used advisement periods and prepared students for the GHSGT exams.
Response to Q3: With a 30% reduction in student population, some of the
discipline problems left with the students.’ I felt with the weekly family meetings,
teachers got a handle on students before the disciplinary problems started.
Response to Q4: Yes, teachers met two times a week and discussed student
behavior and instructional interventions for individual students.
Response to Q5: Teachers treated boys and girls the same.
Response to Q6: With the SLC model. teachers shared best practices with each
other. I hoped, in the future, teachers would be able to observe and critique each other’s
teaching practices.
Response to Q7: Each SLC had a theme, but I was not sure if each SLC had
enough electives to support each theme. One SLC did; it had three elective teachers to
support the four electives the students had to take which gave them variety.
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Response to Q8: Very little, I think the teachers wanted to but with the demands
of high-stakes testing project-based assignments went out the window. We had to teach
the standards that were on the test.
Response to Q9: The advisement period was not productive; however, if used
correctly, it did benefit the students.
Response to Q1O: The sharing of facilities had worked well. Our building was
built to hold 1500 students and we had 1300 or fewer students. The division of SLCs had
not been a problem; each community had enough room to support heir population plus
their own computer lab. The two shared parts are the cafeteria and the library.
Response to Qil: The SLC model has improved interdisciplinary teaching;
however there needed to be professional development in this area because it appeared
that team members did not fully know what they should have been discussing.
Response to Q12: Yes, the SLC had allowed for more creative assessments in
classrooms. This allowed for more students that demonstrated mastery of the standards
which improved the pass rate of the class.
Response to Q13: Yes, personalization was a big peace of the SLC model. It
reminded me of the middle school concept; a group of students were assigned to four
teachers.
Response to Q14: With this model, it was easier to monitor continuous program
improvement. Each SEC had roughly 20-25 teachers. Professional development was
more intimate (smaller). Teachers had a voice in smaller settings. Teachers could feel
free to implement projects in their SEC (took ownership).
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Response to Q15: No impact, so far teachers have not been looped with their
students.
Response to Qi 6: Yes, I believed the student retention rate had been positively
impacted by the SLC model. We were able to identify students early who may have been
in jeopardy of not graduating and did something about it.
Counselor 3
Response to Qi: No impact had been made as a result of the SLC. Students were
chronically absent. For instance, only one student was recognized for having perfect
attendance grades 9-12, for this year’s senior class.
Response to Q2: A real look at the SLC’s impact on the GHSGT was seen two
years ago. The academies worked together and had students prepared electronically with
the Georgia online assessment. This year, it appeared that the SLC arrangement had been
detrimental to the pass rate. There were no perfect scores and fewer pass plus.
Response to Q3: The implementation of the SEC has had little impact with
discipline. Discipline was held by one centralized assistant principal who was
ineffective. Information was not funneled down to the counselors.
Response to Q4: There had been a negative effect. Teachers were rarely given an
opportunity to meet as departments. I have not witnessed interdisciplinary instruction at
any grade level.
Response to Q5: Treatment of gender differed from teacher to teacher.
Response to Q6: I have not witnessed much usage of best practices in the
classroom. There was room for improvement.
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Response to Q7: The small learning communities had their own themes;
however, there were not many theme based activities being developed.
Response to Q8: Teachers needed more professional development with project
based learning. There had been very little impact.
Response to Q9: Advisement was not taken seriously. Teachers said that they
were often interrupted by announcements by administrators and could not get anything
accomplished.
Response to Q1O: I believed there was very little impact with the sharing of
facilities. The sharing of the gym, cafeteria and media center took place but it did not
occur in other areas.
Response to Qil: Very little impact; teachers needed much professional
development.
Response to Q12: I have not witnessed performance based assessments taking
place.
Response to Q13: Personalization had significantly improved. The SLC model
allowed for counselors to focus on a few students rather than grade levels for the entire
school.
Response to Q14: It was difficult to track program improvement because students
had been moved around over and over. Once the SLCs were set, we should have been
able to track the effectiveness of programs.
Response to Q15: I have not witnessed any looping within any SEC over the past
three years.
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Response to Q16: There may have been small positive effects on 11th and 12th
grade retention. Counselors were able to meet more regularly with students with this
model.
Instructional Coach 1
Response to Qi: Absenteeism was a huge problem at this school. This problem
occurred across communities.
Response to Q2: There had been some incremental improvements relevant to the
GHSGT.
Response to Q3: There had been some incremental improvements relevant to
student discipline.
Response to Q4: I believed interdisciplinary teaching had been effective.
Response to Q5: I could not comment on gender issues; I was not certain.
Response to Q6: The 26 Dan and Jeff observational instrument allowed best
practices to be utilized all the time at this school. Best practices were very effective.
Response to Q7: Thematic units had been very successful at this school.
Response to Q8: Project based activities had been very successful at this school.
Response to Q9: Advisement had not been very successful at this school.
Response to Q1O: The successful implementation of the North and South track
scheduling had afforded the SLC concept to be implemented without issues regarding
shared facilities.
Response to Qil: The framework of the SLC better allowed for shared planning
and curriculum for teachers.
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Response to Q12: Most teachers did not use a performance based model for
evaluating students.
Response to Q13: There had been a gradual improvement with personalization
due to the SLC model.
Response to Q14: There was no tracking mechanism in place to monitor
continuous program improvement.
Response to Q15: There had not been any effort to loop teachers and students
from grade level to grade level.
Response to Qi 6: Student retention had not changed much for 11th and 12th grade
students.
Instructional Coach 2
Response to Qi: Teachers had developed meaningful relationships with their
students via advisement and enabled them to monitor students’ attendance frequently and
quickly. Because of the personalization of smaller learning communities, it was my belief
that absenteeism had decreased.
Response to Q2: In the smaller learning communities, teachers were able to
identif~’ students’ strengths and weaknesses because they knew them better. As a result,
they could zero in on those weaknesses by setting up an individual success plan.
Teachers better focused on the specific and unique needs of their students and this
positively affected success rates on GHSGT assessments.
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Response to Q3: Since teachers better knew students across grade-levels, they
shared what worked in their classroom with disciplining their students and provided
support to each other. It was my belief that student infractions had decreased.
Response to Q4: Teachers in SLCs were better able to identify students who were
struggling and were at risk of dropping out of school. This structure of SLCs allowed
teachers to have common planning which allowed for better intervention.
Response to Q5: I did not see a student’s gender making an impact on teacher’s
treatment of his or her students.
Response to Q6: Because of collaboration and sharing within SLCs, teachers
were better equipped to identify practices that were having positive effects on students’
achievement.
Response to Q7: Students had become more engaged and responsible for their
own learning because they made connections between courses and related them to the
real world.
Response to Q8: The SLC model at this school strongly supported and
encouraged project based learning. Teachers were able to think outside the box and
integrated technology in doing so. Students became more engaged in learning.
Response to Q9: Our SLC model supported advisement and provided an
opportunity for staff development. Advisement was scheduled every other day based on a
student’s track. This meet allowed teachers to give support on academic and social
needs.
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Response to Q1O: We shared resources based on tracks. Our SLCs shared
facilities well.
Response to Qil: Since the implementation of SLCs, I saw throughout the year
where teachers across disciplines had worked and planned lessons that included standards
across the curriculum.
Response to Q12: I saw some performance based learning in classrooms.
Response to Q13: Personalization was a key element in ensuring that students
had a sense of belonging. Our SLCs allowed for collaborative planning, professional
development and daily advisement which allowed for a large degree of personalization.
Response to Q14: Based on the data and performances across SLCs, programs
were continually being monitored. School improvement plans were constantly being
updated.
Response to Q15: I had not witnessed looping since the implementation of SLCs
at this school. However, I do believe that it would better provide continuity and
relationship building.
Response to Q16: In the SLC model, I believe the retention rate had dropped
significantly due in part to early intervention of students who were at risk of dropping
out.
Table 24 reports qualitative data from the interview questionnaire that was
converted into quantitative coding. On average, the perception of these participants was
that the factors impacting student retention was positive; however, there were a few
factors that were perceived as not having been greatly affected.
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Table 24
Interview Questionnaire Qualitative Analysis
Variable Respondents’ Data Generalization Coding
RQ1: Student Absenteeism 1,1,1,1,4 2
RQ2: Pass Rate of GHSGT 1,4,1,3,4 3
RQ3: Discipline Referrals 1,3,2,3,3 2
RQ4: Interdisciplinary Intervention 1,3,1,4,3 2
RQ5: Student Gender 5,5,5,5,5 5
RQ6: Best Practice 3,1,2,4,4 3
RQ7: Themes 3,3,2,4,3 3
RQ8: Project Based Learning 3,2,2,4,4 3
RQ9: Advisement 2,2,1,1,3 2
RQIO: Shared Facilities 1,4,2,4,4 3
RQ 11: Interdisciplinary Teaching 2,2,2,4,3 3
RQI2: Performance-Based Assessments 1,4,1,1,3 2
RQI3: Personalization 1,4,4,3,4 3
RQ14: Continuous Program Improvement 1,4,1,1,4 2
RQI5: Looping 1,1,1,1,1 1




Teacher 1: We communicated with each other and called parents more
frequently. Smaller student loads allowed us to know parents
better. There were stronger parent relationships.
Teacher 2: We were able to better communicate with each other. The infinite
campus technology allowed quicker access to student’s
information and we quickly determined if students were cutting
class. Teachers saw if students reported to homeroom or other
classes and quickly notified parents.
Responses to Q2
Counselor]: Yes, because as a school, we provided all types of tutorials and
many resources.
Teacher 1: Yes, teachers put forth greater efforts and well prepared students
for the high school graduation tests.
Counselor 2: No, because we did not have consistency of teachers volunteering
to teach prep courses; students did not attend tutorial.
Responses to Q3
Teacher 1: Discipline had improved but it still needed a lot of work.
Teacher 2: We had a Dean of Discipline who handled all of our discipline
problems so we did not have to deal directly with most
discipline problems.
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Teacher 3: In our community the Dean of Discipline strongly handled
discipline; however, at the end of the day, discipline was very bad
in other parts of the building.
Responses to Q4
Coach 1: I observed students behavior in every class; took antidotal notes
and compared notes. I established student support team meetings
and we developed strategies during interdisciplinary meetings.
Coach 2: Teachers met but were not covering appropriate information;
teachers did not understand the appropriate referral process;
students referred themselves to services.
Teacher 1: Our family met every week and talked about students that were
failing and parents that we needed to talk with.
Teacher 2: Family meetings helped because in most cases we had similar
problems with the same children so it was easier to decide if we
needed a student support team meeting for a particular student.
Responses to Q5
Counselor 1: No, gender had nothing to do with students being taught; teachers
were overall fair and I had not witness any preferential treatment.
Counselor 2: Yes, teachers treated girls better than boys; it appeared that
behavior drove how teachers treated students.
Teacher 1: I believed some teachers showed favoritism towards girls and
others towards boys. I have seen cheerleading coaches who were
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also classroom teachers and showed sides with the cheerleaders. It
appeared that the other children were not a part of a click.
Teacher 2: A lot of times football players got preferential treatment. The ball
players seemed to get away with everything.
Responses to Q6
Teacher 1: Yes, small learning communities allowed us to work well with
each other. If I was introducing a new unit, I did not have to
search the entire school for help. I asked another teacher within the
same community, from the same content area for assistance.
Teacher 2: I believed if we really needed help with best practices, we would
receive help; however, we really never shared ideals. We had a lot
of egos around here.
Teacher 3: No, we never shared best practices at this school. We used the term
but never practiced the theory.
Responses to Q7
Teacher 1: Yes, our students were taught to integrate their real world
experiences to thematic based activities.
Teacher 2: We strongly encouraged students to add their own experiences to
their presentations. We asked students to connect something that
they had done at home or in life to what was being asked of them
in class.
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Coach 1: Every small learning community had a theme and were required
to link all activities to that theme. Yes, we required that real
experience be added in the final products.
Responses to Q8
Coach 1: Yes, many of our teachers required students to complete project
based activities. Students were given a driving question that had to
be answered as they completed their projects.
Teacher 1: Our school focused on differentiation. We allowed students to
present their projects how they pleased. Students followed a
rubric.
Teacher 2: At this school students were really allowed to show their project
based creativity because of our culminating small learning
communities exhibition at the end of the year.
Responses to Q9
Teacher 1: We never got anything accomplished during advisement.
Teacher 2: We had an excellent curriculum set up for advisement but we
never had enough time to do anything.
Counselor 1: Students never benefited from advisement at this school. The
small learning communities did not changed that.
Responses to Q1O
Teacher 1: We shared facilities well. There was a competition among small
learning communities; however, we worked well together.
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Teacher 2: No, we did not share facilities well. If our computer lab was full
with students, other small learning communities would not allow
our students to use their labs. Everyone seemed to be out for
themselves.
Responses to Qil
Coach 1: A drawback with small learning communities was that we did not
use performance standards from one another’s core areas; in spite
of common planning periods, teachers planned with each other but
did not know how to use the other teacher’s standards; did not
know how to order supplies and resources to implement
performance standards into their lessons.
Teacher 1: Sometimes with project boards, we crossed trained standards but
most of the time I did not feel teachers used standards from other
core subject areas.
Teacher 2: I did not think anyone even thought about using standards from
other areas. It was too much work and most people were lazy.
Responses to Q12
Teacher]: We used portfolios to assess student work throughout semester,
project based activities, written essays and group presentations.
Teacher 2: We used Socratic Seminars and other creative means of assessing
students. We were very creative in our assessment process.
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Coach 1: Many teachers had decided to use portfolios as a means of
improving grades. They were definitely creative in assessing
students.
Coach 2: I had seen teachers at this school give rubrics for portfolios and
had students turn in their portfolios at the end of the semester; this
gave students a chance to work at their own pace.
Responses to Q13
Teacher 1: We sparingly used advisement; advisement was ineffective
because of constant interruptions with announcements. There was
no time for advisement; teachers were not following the designed
curriculum in advisement; no real implementation.
Teacher 2: School was more personalized; better interaction; able to better
track students.
Teacher 3: There was more one-on-one time; teachers got to know students in
a smaller environment; there were fewer students to recognize
during movement; relationships were built faster and stronger.
Counselor 1: Most students had their classes at the same interdisciplinary team
unless they were taking electives so it made it much easier to get to
know the students.
Counselor 2: Advisement allowed teachers to get to know their students better;
however, there was never enough time to truly get to know them.
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Responses to Q14
Teacher 1: Tutorial programs had been widely accepted and I believed helped
with test scores; internal programs in science helped with science
scores; students appeared to be confident after taking exam
according to most teachers; overall most programs were carefully
analyzed before being accepted at this school; the programs that
were accepted tended to work.
Teacher 2: If we had improvement programs most of us did not know what
they were so it was hard to talk about them.
Teacher 3: My students had used the USATESTPREP program and it helped a
lot with preparing for the GHSGT. I believed most of the junior
level teachers really relied on this software. The principal decided
to keep the program because there was a lot of positive feedback
about the site.
Responses to Q15
Teacher 1: We had not looped with our students since I had been at this
school. I had been here for 15 years.
Counselor 1: I had heard the leadership team talk about looping but it only
boiled down to talk. We had never done it.
Coach 1: I believed looping would help our students because teachers would
have already known their students. However, it would have taken
teachers longer to master their new subject areas so I believed that
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would hurt students. It took teachers a couple of semesters to get
used to new course preps. We have never looped so I was not sure
how that would have worked out.
Responses to Q16
Teacher 1: It was my belief that small learning communities positively
impacted student retention. I usually did not have to fail students
and caused them to be retained because I knew how to reach them.
Teacher 2: I strongly believed that small learning communities had caused
fewer students to be retained. We met more often about the same
students and where one of us could not reach the child, another
could. We had no reasons to fail students because we had many
more means to help the students achieve.
Teacher 3: I thought that small learning communities strongly helped with
student retention. We did not have many of the problems with
students failing now that we had before.
Coach 1: I believed small learning communities would be around for a long
time and that they were working. Yes, I believed that many of our
students were passing classes because of the small classrooms and
personal relationships that were developed with them.
Coach 2: I strongly believed that the SLC model had decreased students
being retained.
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Table 25 reports qualitative data from the focus group session that was converted
into quantitative coding. Student Absenteeism and Performance Based Assessment were
noteworthy factors overall perceived as having been positively impacted. Advisement
and Looping factors did not improve. This session was inclusive of approximately 20%
of overall participants.
Table 25
Focus Group Session Qualitative Analysis





















SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Introduction
The purpose of this mix-method study was to investigate the effectiveness of the
relationship of selected independent variables (student absenteeism, Pass Rate GHSGT,
student discipline, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practices, themes,
project-based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessment, personalization, continuous program improvement and
looping) as perceived by teachers, counselors and instructional coaches impacted student
retention, the dependent variable, at a high school small learning community.
Summary
The upper-class teachers were instructed to answer questions from a Likert-scale
survey. The survey required responses from strongly disagree to not applicable.
Counselors and coaches were asked to write subjective statements from an interview
questionnaire. In addition, a percentage of teacher, counselor and instructional coach
participants were asked open-ended questions. The researcher collected descriptive
notes. The development of questions on each data collection instrument was sequentially
aligned with the independent variables. To determine upper-class teachers, counselors
and instructional coaches’ perceptions of the independent variables impact on student
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retention in a high school small learning communities, the following research questions
were developed:
RQ 1: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student absenteeism since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and pass rate ofGeorgia High
School Graduation Test (GHSGT) since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and discipline referrals since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and number of interdisciplinary
intervention by teams since implementation of the high school small
learning communities?
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student gender since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and best practice since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
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RQ7: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and themes since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
RQ8: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and project based learning since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ9: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and advisement since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 10: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and sharedfacilities since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 11: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and interdisciplinary teaching since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 12: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors andperformance based assessments
since implementation of the high school small learning communities?
RQ 13: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and personalization since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
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RQ 14: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and continuous program
improvement since implementation of the high school small learning
communities?
RQ 15: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and looping since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
RQ16: How does the SLC model impact upper-class HS student retention?
The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was used to determine the
Mean, Frequency and Pearson Correlation for the study. The mean model provided
statistical data on how the average teacher responded to questions. The mean model was
also used to determine the level of agreement, on average, for teachers. The mean served
as a reliable intermixed figure of the frequency and Pearson data. The frequency model
was used to demonstrate disaggregated data on the absolute number of how teachers
responded to questions. The Pearson Correlation model was utilized to present the
strength of relationships between variables. To determine the level of strength between
variables, 0.05 served as the standard of measure to determine if there was a relationship.
An interview questionnaire and focus group session were used to allow for integration of
personal experiences and subjectivity into the study. The mix-study was conducted to
satisf~r the worldviews of the positivists and subj ectivists researchers. Three separate




A summary of findings, inclusive of quantitative and qualitative data, as it relates
to the research questions are shown in Table 26. The table consists of three separate data
sources which were computed and divided by the sum of all data coding sources.
Specifically, this table presents data on how all participants perceived the factors
examined in this study impacted student retention at this high school’s small learning
community. On average, most factors were perceived as having been positively affected;
however, the factors Gender, Advisement, Interdisciplinary Teaching, and Looping were
perceived as not being affected at all. Overall, the findings suggested that the factors
analyzed significantly decreased the student retention rate.
Table 26
Triangulated Statistical Findings
Mean Questionnaire Focus Group Finding
RQ1 3 2 4 3
RQ2 3 3 3 3
RQ3 3 2 3 3
RQ4 3 2 3 3
RQ5 1 5 3 2
RQ6 3 3 2 3
RQ7 3 3 3 3
RQ8 3 3 3 3
RQ9 3 2 1 2
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Table 26 (continued)
Mean Questionnaire Focus Group Finding
RQ1O 3 3 2 3
RQ11 3 3 1 2
RQ12 3 2 4 3
RQ13 3 3 3 3
RQ14 3 3 3 3
RQ15 3 2 1 2
RQ16 NA 3 4 4
Findings Summary
1. Teachers and counselors did not communicate about chronic student
attendance issues; administrators did not have any policy in place to address
this issue.
2. There was no data tool designed to monitor and control the number of
disciplinary referrals submitted by teachers.
3. Participant’s perception of an improvement in student retention was verified
with baseline data from the Georgia Department of Education Website.
4. Data were not disaggregated by gender. Many participants were unable to
respond appropriately to student gender questions, due to comprehensive
methods of collecting data.
5. Advisement was perceived as ineffective with no agenda.
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6. Project-based learning which provided choice, the essence of differentiation in
instruction, was perceived as markedly improving by all participants.
7. The smaller learning environment was perceived as successfully allowing for
stronger relationship building in a more personalized school climate.
8. Teachers have never looped with students since implementation of small
learning communities. Most teachers did not fully understand the concept or
benefits to looping.
Conclusions
RQ 1: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student absenteeism since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student absenteeism since implementation of
small learning communities.
RQ2: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and pass rate ofGeorgia High
School Graduation Test (GHSGT) since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between participants’ perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and pass rate of GHSGT since implementation of the
high school small learning communities.
105
RQ3: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and discipline referrals since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and discipline referrals since implementation of the
high school small learning communities.
RQ4: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and number of interdisciplinary
interventions by teams since implementation of the high school small
learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and number of interventions by interdisciplinary
teams since implementation of the high school small learning communities.
RQ5: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student gender since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was no relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and student gender since implementation of the high
school small learning communities.
RQ6: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and bestpractice since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
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Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and best practice since implementation of the high
school small learning communities.
RQ7: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and themes since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and themes since implementation of the high school
small learning communities.
RQ8: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and project-based learning since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and project-based learning since implementation of
the high school small learning communities.
RQ9: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and advisement since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was no relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and advisement since implementation of the high
school small learning communities.
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RQ 10: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and sharedfacilities since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
Results indicated there was a relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and shared facilities since implementation of the
high school small learning communities.
RQ 11: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and interdisciplinary teaching since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
There was no relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and interdisciplinary teaching since implementation of the high
school small learning communities.
RQ 12: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors andperformance based assessments
since implementation of the high school small learning communities?
There was a relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and performance based assessment since implementation of the high
school small learning communities.
RQ 13: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and personalization since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
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There was a relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and personalization since implementation of the high school small
learning communities.
RQ 14: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and continuous program
improvement since implementation of the high school small learning
communities?
There was a relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and continuous program improvement since implementation of the
high school learning communities.
RQ 15: Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the
effectiveness of teachers/counselors and looping since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
There was no relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and looping since implementation of the high school small learning
communities.
RQ 16: How does the SLC model impact upper-class HS student retention?
Teachers/Counselors perceived that the SLC model positively impacted upper
class HS student retention.
Discussion
Many comprehensive high schools have restructured and adopted the small school
learning model as a strategic plan to improving overall student achievement.
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Specifically, students were retained at the same grades or simply dropped out of school
because no one knew who they were in larger settings. Certainly, their names were
called on the roles; however, there were no mechanism designed to identify specific
needs, assure personalization occurred and monitor for progress. Small Learning
Communities seemingly have been assisting with eliminating student’s barriers to success
and restoring trust in public education.
From this study, teachers/counselors’ perceptions of the factors impacting student
retention were assessed from a Likert-scale survey, interview questionnaire and focus
group session. The questions on all data collection instruments were aligned in sequence,
with student absenteeism, pass rate of GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary
intervention, student gender, best practices, themes, project based learning, advisement,
shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance based assessments,
personalization, continuous program improvement and looping, the independent
variables.
RQ 1: Approximately 79% of teachers perceived that student absenteeism
improved in a smaller learning environment. Approximately 21%
disagreed. Approximately 80% of counselors disagreed. Approximately
20% of counselors agreed. Exactly 100% of focus group participants
strongly agreed. There were a percentage of participants who disagreed
that absenteeism decreased and a few who strongly agreed that it had
dropped; however, overall, participants believed that the small learning
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environment had some impact on lowering absenteeism but there was a
need for improvement.
RQ2: Approximately 82% of teachers perceived that the pass rate of the GHSGT
had improved in a small learning environment. Approximately 18%
disagreed. Approximately 60% of counselors agreed. Approximately 40%
disagreed. Approximately 67% of focus group participants agreed.
Approximately 33% disagreed. Even though the consensus was that
GHSGT scores did markedly improve, participants saw a need for
improvement. None of the data presented evidence of strong perceptions
of improvement.
RQ3: Approximately 50% of teachers perceived that student discipline had
improved in a small learning environment. Approximately 50% disagreed.
Approximately 60% of counselors agreed. Approximately 40% disagreed.
Approximately 67% of focus group participants agreed. Approximately
33% disagreed. Counselors and instructional coaches, on average,
maintained that discipline had not improved. Most teachers viewed
discipline as having improved but still required work. No participants
perceived a strong improvement.
RQ4: Approximately 89% of teachers perceived that interdisciplinary
intervention had improved in a small learning environment.
Approximately 11% disagreed. Approximately 60% of counselors agreed.
Approximately 40% disagreed. Approximately 75% of focus group
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participants agreed. Approximately 25% disagreed. A few counselors and
instructional coaches disagreed on this variable; however, overall,
participants viewed teacher’s ability to intervene in a student’s academic
and social needs as an interdisciplinary unit were successful. However,
there was a need for improvement. No participants viewed this area as
having strongly improved.
RQ5: Approximately 96% of teachers perceived that the treatment of students
based on gender was not affected in a small learning environment.
Approximately 4% disagreed. Exactly 100% of counselors responded as
non-applicable. Approximately 75% of focus group participants disagreed.
Approximately 25% agreed. Teachers strongly disagreed that the small
learning environment had any impact on how students were respected
based on gender. Counselors collectively perceived that the treatment of
students had absolutely nothing to do with gender. The focus group
session allowed for open dialogue and the majority of participants
presented a perception that students had received preferential treatment
based on gender.
RQ6: Approximately 75% of teachers perceived that the usage of best practices
had improved in a smaller environment. Approximately 25% disagreed.
Approximately 60% of counselors agreed. Approximately 40% disagreed.
Approximately 33% of focus group participants agreed. Approximately
67% disagreed. There were a few participants of the focus group session
112
who disagreed that best instructional practices were used and shared more
because of the Small Learning Community model. However, overall,
participants agreed that best practices usage had improved. No
participant’s findings suggested a strong perception so there was room for
improvement.
RQ7: Approximately 54% of teachers did not perceive that theme base activities
were effectively used in the instructional process. Approximately 46%
agreed. Approximately 80% of counselors agreed. Approximately 20%
disagreed. Exactly 100% of focus group participants agreed. Teachers
disagreed on surveys that thematic units were effectively used. However,
overall, many participants perceived theme based activities as being
instrumental in the instructional process at this school. There was room
for improvement. No findings presented an overall strong perception of
learning being linked to themes.
RQ8: Approximately 82% of teachers perceived that project based learning had
improved in a small learning environment. Approximately 18%
disagreed. Approximately 60% of counselors agreed. Approximately 40%
disagreed. Exactly 100% of focus group participants agreed. Overall,
participants perceived that project based learning was working at this
school. However, there was room for improvement. No data presented a
strong agreement finding.
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RQ9: Approximately 71% of teachers perceive that advisement had improved in
a small learning environment. Approximately 29% percent disagreed.
Approximately 80% percent of counselors disagreed. Approximately 20%
agreed. Approximately 80% of focus group participants disagreed.
Approximately 20% agreed. On the Likert survey, teachers perceived
advisement as being successful; however, the other findings presented an
overall view that strongly disagreed that advisement was more effective
in this small based model.
RQ1O: Approximately 75% of teachers perceived that staff collaborated well with
the sharing of facilities. Approximately 25% disagreed. Approximately
60% of counselors agreed. Approximately 40% disagreed. Approximately
60% of focus group participants agreed. Approximately 40% disagreed.
There were a few participants who disagreed that the small learning
communities worked well together in the sharing of facilities. However,
overall, there was an agreement that facilities were shared well as this
school. There was room for improvement. No findings presented a strong
perception of improvement.
RQ 11: Approximately 75% of teachers perceived that interdisciplinary teaching
had improved in a small learning environment. Approximately 25%
disagreed. Approximately 40% of counselors agreed. Approximately
60% percent disagreed. Approximately 40% of focus group participants
agreed. Approximately 60% disagreed. There were a few participants
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that perceived interdisciplinary teaching as being effective at this school;
however, overall, findings presented a perception that standards were not
being integrated across the curricula in each classroom activity.
RQ12: Approximately 74% of teachers perceived that performance base
assessments had improved in a small learning environment.
Approximately 26% percent disagreed. Approximately 40% of counselors
agreed. Approximately 60% disagreed. Approximately 40% of focus
group participants agreed. Approximately 60% disagreed. A few
participants did disagree on this issue, while others strongly agreed. The
overall finding was that teachers were being creative in their assessments
of students’ work; however, there was room for improvement in this area.
RQ13: Approximately 89% of teachers perceived that personalization had
improved in a small learning environment. Approximately 11%
disagreed. Approximately 80% of counselors agreed. Approximately
20% disagreed. Approximately 80% of focus group participants agreed.
Approximately 20% disagreed. The findings presented an overall
perception that personalization was effective at this school but did need
some improvement. No data findings from any of the data instruments
presented a strong agreement on this variable.
RQ14: Approximately 75% of teachers perceived that continuous program
improvement had improved in a small learning environment.
Approximately 25% disagreed. Approximately 60% of counselors
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disagreed. Approximately 40% agreed. Approximately 40% of focus
group participants agreed. Approximately 60% disagreed. Overall, data
findings presented a perception that programs designed to enhance the
instructional process at this school were well monitored for success.
However, no data findings strongly agreed on this perception so there was
room for improvement.
RQ 15: Approximately 96% of teachers perceived that looping had not improved
in a small learning environment. Approximately 4% disagreed. Exactly
100% of counselors strongly disagreed that looping had improved.
Exactly 100% of focus group participants strongly disagreed. There were
a few teachers that perceived looping as having taking place at the school.
During the focus group session it was identified that many of these
teachers perceived looping as a few teachers that was moved from one
grade level to teach another and inadvertently taught the same students
from the previous year. As opposed to looping being a strategic plan in the
instructional process. Overall, findings disagreed that looping was
effective at this school.
RQ16: Approximately 70% of teachers/counselors perceived that the SEC model
had positively impacted upper-class HS student retention. Approximately
30% disagreed. Overall, findings strongly agreed the SEC model was
decreasing student retention in high schools.
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Summary
Approximately 73% of participants, inclusive of all three data sources agreed that
the factors impacting student retention had improved in the high school small learning
communities. Approximately 27% disagreed. Overall, data presented, teachers!
counselors perceived that the independent variables student absenteeism, pass rate of
GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice,
themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement and
looping had improved in its effectiveness since implementation of the high school small
learning communities.
Data from the Georgia Department of Education website supported the perception
of the participants of this study. Over the past three years, the student retention rate had
decreased. Specifically, the factors impacting student retention had improved in its
effectiveness (see Tables 2 and 3, Chapter I).
Implications
This triangulated collection of data presented straight forward implications for
components to small learning communities designed to improve student retention. It was
paramount that educational leaders from central offices to classrooms consider the tenets
of this small learning model required to successfully impact learning before
implementation at their schools. Educators from every facet of learning environments
could profit from the data of this study. The results of this investigation presented
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findings that concluded teachers/counselors, overall perceived that small learning
communities were successful in lowering student retention rates.
Teachers/counselors reported that students came to school more often, pass rate
on GHSGT improved, fewer discipline referrals, more teacher intervention, teachers were
fair no matter the student’s gender, teachers shared best instructional practices, more
theme based activities, more project based learning, more sharing of facilities, better
creativity in assessments, stronger personalization and better monitoring of instructional
supported programs. However, this data also reported that advisement, interdisciplinary
teaching and looping had not been effective at this school. No single factor provided a
dominant impact than others. Before implementation of Small Learning Communities,
educational leaders at all levels, planned to professionally develop all stakeholders to a
level of mastery of the above mentioned tenets of small schools.
From my experience, the following recommendations increased the probability of
success relevant to the effectiveness of factors impacting student retention: Teachers
maintained an accurate account of student attendance. Parents were immediately called
when a student missed class or was frequently late. Strong relationships were built and
educators were better able to motivate students to come to class. Personalization allowed
teachers/counselors easier access to real problems that impeded on student’s abilities to
concentrate on instruction. Students were quickly directed to proper authorities for relief.
Also, this era of accountability has strongly influenced educators to master all of
the dynamics to the Georgia High School Graduation Test. Teachers in particular have
become extremely familiar with percentage weights of performance standards,
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requirements for standard based classrooms and ensured essential questions were
answered by students daily. These questions were linked to the tests.
Failed standards were re-taught because students were still held accountable for
the information that they did not learn. Standardized policies were developed to
immediately correct ill behavior. Teachers maintained an awareness of fair treatment in
all endeavors of educating children. Students did not fair as well when there was a
perception of discrimination. Professional development and continuous self study better
allowed staff members to share best practiced results with others. All teachers were
willing to learn from others. No one knew everything.
Sub-themes were created that were linked to an overarching theme of the small
learning community. All themes were tied to real world experiences of students. Project
based activities delivered choice for students to learn. All projects were inclusive of
state’s standards and an established external curriculum based on the characteristics that
were required in the hiring process by human resource departments of the businesses
linked to the small learning community. These characteristics better allowed for a
familiarity with the language that was expected of students as they matriculated down
their chosen professional pathways and entered into postsecondary ventures.
Administrators were cognizant of the special nature of advisement.
Administrators maximized time-on-task during this block of instruction. The advisement
teacher served as a strong reliable source in many areas and allowed time to carry out the
prescribed curriculum. Facilities were shared. There was no instance of monopoly, for
administrators had to manage the sharing of resources based on the needs of students.
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Teachers understood the contrasting ideals of equity as opposed to equality. There were
teachers who possessed a greater number of students with academic and social barriers to
success than others, so teachers understood this while sharing facilities. Teachers became
more familiar with the required standards of their interdisciplinary team members. This
was the only true way interdisciplinary teaching became successful. Administrators
ensured teachers were professionally developed across curriculum on how to plan for
resources while integrating standards from other core subject areas. Teachers were
creative while assessing student’s work. The intent was to move away from only
administering objective or multiple choice exams. Teachers allowed for subjective based
assessments because students learned in differentiated ways and preferred to choose how
they were assessed. Strong relationships were built with parents, students,
administrators, other teachers and even the business community. Stronger personal
relationships allowed for individual needs of students to be met expeditiously.
Administrators allowed for real feedback from teachers about integrated instructional
programs. Teachers were able to quickly notif~’ leadership if a particular program was
not sufficient. There was a data collection process that determined the success rate of
programs.
Due to the strong personal relationships and small class sizes, teachers looped
from grade level to grade level with their students. Looping was allowed for efficiency in
the instructional process and effectiveness in being able to meet students at their
individual needs. Administrators monitored for progress and assured these
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recommendations were being fulfilled. Remember, the intent was to continuously
decrease student retention, not stabilize it.
Recommendations
Recommendations for Practice
1. Newly implemented small learning communities should be inclusive of
collaborative based strategies that require teachers and counselors identif~’
students with chronic absenteeism. The principal should develop a scheduling
model that allows interdisciplinary teams and counselor time to meet.
2. A system should be developed to monitor the number of disciplinary referrals.
A high number of discipline referrals will negatively impact several annual
yearly progress targets. Administrators should decide on the consequences for
referrals.
3. Educational leaders should utilize small learning communities to ensure that
relationship building and follow up procedures serve as the cornerstone to
improving student retention and disciplinary referrals.
4. Administrators should seek to collect data by gender; males and females have
different reasons why they are absent or misbehave in school. The leadership
must strategize to eliminate these barriers so that students can focus on their
education.
5. Advisement should consist of a designed curriculum that allows for strong
personalization. In addition, advisory teachers should receive continual
professional development on implementation strategies.
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6. Project-based learning should remain a constant in the instructional process,
upon implementation of small learning communities. This instructional
strategy was deemed successful and will add academic rigor, student-
centered-learning, and differentiation with a well planned rubric.
7. Class sizes should be designed to maintain the lowest teacher to student ratio
as possible. Specifically, smallness is the catalyst to personalization which
allows for overall improvement for student achievement.
8. Educational leaders should allow teachers to loop from grade level to grade
level with caution. Certainly, students gain a more personable relationship
with teachers; however, teachers lose proficiency of mastery of the subject
matter by moving frequently.
Recommendations for Policy
1. Educational leaders should develop accountability mechanisms that monitors
the meeting times, strategic plans, and follow-up procedures in regard to
eliminating chronic absenteeism.
2. Educational leaders should establish a check and balance system of the
number of disciplinary referrals that are distributed by any one teacher.
Disciplinary referrals should be honored based on fulfilling certain criteria.
3. All data collection instruments should be designed to disaggregate data by
gender. This method will give leadership focus on how to strategically plan to
improve overall student achievement.
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4. Each small learning community leader should be required to implement an
advisory curriculum/program that allows for strong personalization. Principals
should create a rubric that is comprehensive yet flexible to meet the individual
needs of each community; programs should be monitored for progress by the
primary instructional leader.
5. Teachers should be required to demonstrate justification for failing a student.
Small Learning Community leaders should conduct professional development
on planning lessons that allow performance based assessments that are
differentiated in nature. Students having choice in how they will be assessed
will significantly decrease the number of failed classes.
6. Congressional action requiring parents to ensure children attend school
regularly and reinforce school rules at home is much needed legislation that
will allow district attendance and behavioral policies to gain an appearance of
pragmatism.
Recommendations for Future Research
For future research, it is recommended that consideration be allowed for the
following studies:
1. To further strengthen the findings of this study, a researcher can include data
from more than one school. A comparison analysis will give a more accurate
verification of the effectiveness of implementing small learning communities.
2. While this study was inclusive of 11th and 12th grade teachers, the perceptions
of teachers from other grade levels would give a more vast perspective about
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effective and non-effective practices of implementing small learning
communities.
3. The perceptions of administrators in a future study is necessary because it
could encourage leadership to conduct self-analysis of the effectiveness of
their previous, current and future decisions relevant to implementation of this
reform model.
4. A follow-up study, inclusive of the perceptions of students, would allow those
individuals who are most affected by this process, to gain a better
understanding of why it is important to build relationships with their teachers
and counselors.
5. A study that compares the outcomes of large comprehensive schools to small
learning connnunities will assist with discrediting any reluctance of
educational leaders questioning the need to transform.
6. The perceptions of parents in a future study will give insight on their role in
getting students to school and reinforcing school rules at home.
7. The experiences in small learning communities and small schools are different
for students and staff and a further study, comparing the two models, will
better allow a principal to decide on the best practice for his or her school.
This mix-method study provided data that supported teachers/counselors
perceptions that the independent variables/factors student absenteeism, pass rate of
GHSGT, discipline referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, best practice, themes, project
based learning, sharing facilities, performance based assessments, personalization and
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continuous program improvement improved student retention in the high school learning
communities. In addition, student retention data reference this school was extracted from
the Georgia Department of Education’s webpage and it too presented positive results.
Further research on the recommendations from the implications of this study, may
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Title of Research Proposal
A CASE STUDY OF TEACHERS AND COUNSELORS PERCEPCTIONS OF THE
FACTORS IMPACTING STUDENT RETENTION IN A HIGH SCHOOL SMALL
LEARNING COMMUNITY
This proposal is (a): Dissertation If Other, Please indicate:
State the general purpose of the research.
The purpose of this study will be to determine the impact of high school small
learning communities on student retention, and whether or not the independent variables
student absenteeism, pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test, discipline
referrals, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes, project
based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance
based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and looping
impact student retention.
List the primary questions to be addressed by the research.
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and student absenteeism since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
2. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and pass rate of GHSGT since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
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3. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and discipline referrals since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
4. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and number of interventions by interdisciplinary teams since
implementation of the high school small learning communities?
5. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and student gender since implementation of the high school
small learning communities?
6. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and best practice since implementation of the high school
small learning communities?
7. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and themes since implementation of the high school small
learning communities?
8. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and project-based learning since implementation of the high
school small learning communities?
9. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of




10. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and shared facilities since implementation of the high school
small learning communities?
11. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and interdisciplinary teaching since implementation of the
high school small learning communities?
12. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and performance-based assessment since implementation of
the high school small learning communities?
13. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and personalization since implementation of the high school
small learning communities?
14. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and continuous program improvement since implementation
of the high school small learning communities?
15. Is there a significant relationship between the perceptions of the effectiveness of
teachers/counselors and looping since implementation of the high school small
learning communities?
16. How does the SLC model impact upper-class HS student retention?
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Describe research activities that will require contact with students/staff either on
campus or at school events. For surveys, tests, or questionnaires, indicate whether
instrument will be administered by researcher or teacher. Also indicate whether
interaction will be individual, group, face-to-face, paper-and-pencil, online, etc.
Data for the research study will be collected during non-instructional time after school.
Specifically, the researcher will distribute the surveys via email to each self-selected
1 1th and 12th grade teacher, of each small learning community. The researcher will
establish designated appointments to interview counselors, instructional coaches and
conduct focus-group. The researcher will collect surveys by email or face-to-face
request, upon deadline date of completion.
List sources of data
The instruments will be self-developed and examined by professors whose expertise is
in the field of K-12 education, leadership, and research. The development of the
instrument tools will be tailored to conduct surveys (30 junior and senior teachers),
interviews (4 counselors and 2 instructional coaches), focus-group (inclusive of 20% of
overall participants) and an analysis of student attendance and graduation test reports.
The development of the instruments will be based on research conducted by indicating a
high degree of validity and reliability.
List all school names where survey/research activity will occur (or indicate District-wide, if
applicable).
1. Frederick Douglass High School
For Tables below, please use the following instructions:
1. Indicate the number of participants in each category of the research.
2. In the time column, estimate the amount of time the research project will require
of EACH participant. (List the time units in total decimal parts of an hour. For
example: 15 minutes = .25, 30 minutes = .5,45 minutes = .75 and 1 hour 1.0).
3. Calculate the totals for each category.
Student, teacher, and principal/administrator participants—Indicate the number
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LETTER GRANTING PERMISSION TO CONDUCT RESEARCH
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July 26, 2010
Mr. James L. Jones
620 Sable View Lane
Atlanta, Georgia 30349
Dear Mr. Jones:
Your request to conduct the study entitled “A CASE STUDY OF ThACHERS AN]) COUNSELORS
PERCEFFIONS OF THE FAcrOR.s IMPACTING STUDENT RETENTION IN A HIGH SCHOOL SMALL
LEARNING COMMUNITY” in the Atlanta Public S~bcol System (APS) has been reviewed and approved by the
Research Soreening Committee. This study uses data collected via interviews, focus groups, and questionnaires to
examine student retention in sznsll learning communities and determine its relationship with student attendance, pass
rates on the Georgia High School Graduation Tests. student discipline, interdisciplinsty intervention, student gender~ beat
practice, themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching, performance based
asaessrntut, personalization, continuous program hnproveinent, and looping. Your research has been approved with the
following conditions:
1. Your study will be confined in APS to Douglass High Schools. The principal has the final approval on
whether research studies are conducted in their schools. All staff participation in this study will be voluntary.
2. Your study will consist of data collection and analysis only. The activities of staff members of the school will
take place only during times when no instructional activities are being conducted.
3. No studeuta wifi be dfrectly hwoh’ed In this research study.
4. The confidentiality ofAl’S staff members, teachers, students and schools must be ensured. Pseudonyms will
be used for people, departments and the school. References to APS as “a large urban school system” are
required in the titLe and text of your final report before publication or presentation outside of APS
5. Results can bepubIi~hed only in aggregated form in such away that confidentiality of all individual is
maintained.
6. Your permission letters must contain a contact number so that potential participants can get any additional
information needed. This letter must also contain assurance that participation is strictly voluntary and that
confidentiality of participants will be maintained.
7. Please consult your graduate committee at your univemity to get assurance that the metrics and the methods of
analysis are appropriate to address the research questions contained in this study.
8. If you make any changes in the implementation ofyour study, please notify the Department ofResearch,
PLanning and Accountability before proceeding.
A copy of the results of your completed study must be submitted to the Department ofResearch, PIanning~ and











LETTER REQUESTING PRINCIPAL PARTICIPATION
Dear Principal:
I am currently a Doctoral Student at Clark Atlanta University and I am writing a Dissertation
entitled, “A Case Study of Teachers and Counselors Perceptions of the Factors Impacting Student
Retention in a High School Small Learning Community.” I need to disperse data collection
instruments for my research project regarding Small Learning Communities and its possible
impact on student retention, as well as possible relationship to student absenteeism, pass rate of
Georgia High School Graduation Test, student discipline, interdisciplinary intervention, student
gender, best practice, themes, project based learning, advisement, shared facilities,
interdisciplinary teaching, performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program
improvement, and looping.
I believe the information gathered will be useful in evaluating your instructional program.
Specifically, this data will further assist with improvement in your graduation rate. As we know,
the intent is to discover means to retaining students and allowing them to select promising
postsecondary options.
The research has been reviewed and approved through the Atlanta Public School System’s
Research and Accountability Department. I am asking that surveys be placed into the mailboxes
of teachers that served at this school pre-SLC to present of eleventh and twelfth grade students. In
addition, I will email the same surveys to the noted teachers. Also, I will conduct interview-based
questions to the counselors and instructional coaches. I will establish appointments with each of
them who participate. Lastly, I will conduct a focus-group interview with 20% of the overall
voluntarily selected participants. I will instruct the participants of the requested time to have
survey responses returned to me via email or placed in my mailbox, at the school.
If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at 678-736-1026.
If willing to participate, please sign:
Respectfully Yours,




LETTER REQUESTING TEACHER PARTICIPATION
Dear Teachers:
I am currently a Doctoral Student at Clark Atlanta University and I am writing a
Dissertation entitled, “A Case Study of Teachers and Counselors Perceptions of the
Factors Impacting Student Retention in a High School Small Learning Community.” I
need to disperse data collection instruments for my research project regarding Small
Learning Communities and its possible impact on student retention, as well as possible
relationship to student absenteeism, pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test,
student discipline, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes,
project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and
looping.
Your response is very important and valuable in creating data about the Small Learning
Community educational model and its possible impact on student retention. In addition,
your response will further assist with the needed research on the developing issue of
small learning environments.
The research has been reviewed and approved through the Atlanta Public School
System’s Research and Accountability Department.
If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at 678-736-1026.
If willing to participate, please sign: _________
Respectfully Yours,




LETTER REQUESTING COUNSELOR PARTICIPATION
Dear Counselor:
I am currently a Doctoral Student at Clark Atlanta University and I am writing a
Dissertation entitled, “A Case Study of Teachers and Counselors Perceptions of the
Factors Impacting Student Retention in a High School Small Learning Community.” I
need to disperse data collection instruments for my research project regarding Small
Learning Communities and its possible impact on student retention, as well as possible
relationship to student absenteeism, pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test,
student discipline, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes,
project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and
looping.
Your response is very important and valuable in creating data about the Small Learning
Community educational model and its possible impact on student retention. In addition,
your response will further assist with the needed research on the developing issue of
small learning environments.
The research has been reviewed and approved through the Atlanta Public School
System’s Research and Accountability Department.
If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at 678-736-1026.
If willing to participate, please sign: _________
Respectfully Yours,




LETTER REQUESTING INSTRUCTIONAL COACH PARTICIPATION
Dear Instructional Coach:
I am currently a Doctoral Student at Clark Atlanta University and I am writing a
Dissertation entitled, “A Case Study of Teachers and Counselors Perceptions of the
Factors Impacting Student Retention in a High School Small Learning Community.” I
need to disperse data collection instruments for my research project regarding Small
Learning Communities and its possible impact on student retention, as well as possible
relationship to student absenteeism, pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test,
student discipline, interdisciplinary intervention, student gender, best practice, themes,
project based learning, advisement, shared facilities, interdisciplinary teaching,
performance based assessments, personalization, continuous program improvement, and
looping.
Your response is very important and valuable in creating data about the Small Learning
Community educational model and its possible impact on student retention. In addition,
your response will further assist with the needed research on the developing issue of
small learning environments.
The research has been reviewed and approved through the Atlanta Public School
System’s Research and Accountability Department.
If there are any questions, please feel free to contact me at 678-736-1026.
Ifwilling to participate, please sign:_________
Respectfully Yours,




LIKERT-SCALE SUREY DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT
Dear Teachers (30):
The purpose of this survey is to gain your honest opinion of this school’s high school
small learning communities in order to investigate possible impacts on student retention..
Your answers will be kept totally confidential. In fact, your name will not be noted.
Please answer each item based on your experiences at the school, except where noted in
the survey. Please do not write your name on this survey. Thank you for your time!
Survey responses are based on the perspective of the perceptions of participants that
served at this school pre-SLC to current date.
SECTION A
Instructions: Please circle the number (1-5) which best represents your perceived
perception about each of the following statements.
KEY: 1 = Strongly Disagreed, 2 = Disagreed, 3 = Agreed, 4 = Strongly Agreed,
5 Not Applicable
STUDENT ABSENTEEISM SD D A SA NA
Teachers at this school take daily attendance since 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs
Teachers at this school push students to get to 1 2 3 4 5
class on time since implementation of SLCs
Teachers at this school allow students to enter 1 2 3 4 5
classroom late since implementation of SLCs
Teachers contact parents if students miss class 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs





PASS RATE of (GHSGT) SD D A SA NA
Most students meet or exceed standards on the 1 2 3 4 5
Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT)
since implementation of SLCs
Most teachers are highly qualified to teach 1 2 3 4 5
required standards to the GHSGT since
implementation of SLCs
This school is making steady progress 1 2 3 4 5
implementing rigorous academic standards since
implementation of SLCs
Students at this school are seldom fearful of 1 2 3 4 5
taking the GHSGT since implementation of SLCs
Most students pass the GHSGT in their 11th grade 1 2 3 4 5
school term since implementation of SLCs
Most students that do not pass the GHSGT at the 1 2 3 4 5
end of their 12th grade year, drop out of school
since implementation of SLCs
DISCIPLINE REFERRALS SD D A SA NA
This school has an above average safety and 1 2 3 4 5
security plan for students since implementation of
SLCs
Each SLC has an internal in-school-suspension
for disciplinary violations since implementation 1 2 3 4 5
of SLCs
Students seldom engage in physical altercations at 1 2 3 4 5
this school since implementation of SLCs
Most SLCs are quick to submit out-of-school 1 2 3 4 5
suspensions for minor disciplinary violations
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers collaborate to identify students who are 1 2 3 4 5
disciplinary problems since implementation of
SLCs
Teachers collaborate to develop strategies to 1 2 3 4 5
minimize disciplinary issues since
implementation of SLCs
Teachers collectively meet with parents to discuss 1 2 3 4 5
disciplinary issues since implementation of SLCs
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iNTERDISCiPLINARY INTERVENTION SD D A SA NA
Most teachers maintain quality relationships with 1 2 3 4 5
students since implementation of SLCs
Most teachers offer remediation to assist students 1 2 3 4 5
with gaining mastery of taught standards since
implementation of SLCs
Teachers call parents when students are failing a
class since implementation of SLCs 1 2 3 4 5
Teachers collaborate in order to identify students 1 2 3 4 5
with academic deficits since implementation of
SLCs
Teachers collectively encourage students to do 1 2 3 4 5
their best since implementation of SLCs
STUDENT GENDER SD D A SA NA
Teachers mistreat students because of gender 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers expectations are higher of boys at this 1 2 3 4 5
school since implementation of SLCs
Teachers expectations are higher of girls at this 1 2 3 4 5
school since implementation of SLCs
Teachers demonstrate preferential treatment to 1 2 3 4 5
boys at this school since implementation of SLCs
Teachers demonstrate preferential treatment to 1 2 3 4 5
girls at this school since implementation of SLCs
Girls at this school expect preferential treatment 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
BEST PRACTICE SD D A SA NA
Most teachers at this school share instructional 1 2 3 4 5
strategies, since the implementation of SLCs
Most teachers at this school volunteer to
professionally develop other teacher on strategies 1 2 3 4 5




BEST PRACTICE SD D A SA NA
Most teachers use researched based data to plan 1 2 3 4 5
lessons since the implementation of SLCs
Teachers collaborate more since the 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs
THEMES SD D A SA NA
Most teachers are involved in selecting a theme 1 2 3 4 5
for their SLC since the implementation of SLCs
Most students are involved in selecting a theme 1 2 3 4 5
for their small learning community since the
implementation of SLCs
Most teachers plan lessons that are designed to 1 2 3 4 5
connect with a particular theme since the
implementation of SLCs
Most SLC themes are linked to the professional 1 2 3 4 5
/business title of the SLC since implementation of
SLCs
Most students demonstrate a high level of pride 1 2 3 4 5
about their SLC since the implementation of
SLCs
PROJECT BASED LEARNING SD D A SA NA
Most teachers are well versed on required state 1 2 3 4 5
standards to be taught to students since
implementation of SLC
In spite of a non-departmentalized SLC model, 1 2 3 4 5
teachers are aware of changes made about
performance standards by the state since
implementation of SLCs
Most teachers allow students choice in selecting 1 2 3 4 5




ADVISEMENT SD D A SA NA
Most counselors are able to reach each student to 1 2 3 4 5
explore general educational concerns since the
implementation of the SLC
Most counselors are able to better provide 1 2 3 4 5
services to students since the implementation of
SLCs
Most advisement teachers are able to better 1 2 3 4 5
reiterate schools’ policies since the
implementation of the SLCs
Most advisement teachers are better able to assist 1 2 3 4 5
students with the exploration of career plans/post-
secondary options since the implementation of
SLCs
SHARED FACILITIES SD D A SA NA
Teachers collaborate with use of media center 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers collaborate with use of cafeteria since 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs
Teachers collaborate with use of science 1 2 3 4 5
laboratories since implementation of SLCs.
Teachers collaborate with use of teacher’s lounge 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers collaborate with use of hail space 1 2 3 4 5
during student movement since implementation of
SLCs
INTERDISCIPLINARY TEACHING SD D A SA NA
Most teachers plan lesson inclusive of standards 1 2 3 4 5
of other subject areas since implementation of
SLCs
Interdisciplinary teams collectively strategize to 1 2 3 4 5
improve instruction since implementation of
SLCs
Interdisciplinary teams plan for high levels of 1 2 3 4 5




INTERDISCIPLINARY TEACHING SD D A SA NA
Interdisciplinary teams focus on small group 1 2 3 4 5
instruction since implementation of SLCs
Interdisciplinary teams participate in a 1 2 3 4 5
collaborative model for e delivery of reading
since implementation of SLCs
PERFORMANCE BASED ASSESSMENTS SD D A SA NA
Teachers evaluate students with creative 1 2 3 4 5
assessment tools since implementation of SLCs
Teachers evaluate students with narrative
assessments rather thatn letter grades since 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs
Teachers evaluate students’ oral presentations 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers evaluate students’ end of year portfolios 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
PERSONALIZATION SD D A SA NA
Teachers know a high percentage of their student 1 2 3 4 5
since the implementation of SLCs
Teachers know a high percentage of their parent 1 2 3 4 5
since implementation of SLCs
Teachers deliver clear understanding of what is 1 2 3 4 5
expected of them relevant to conduct since
implementation of SLCs
Most students believe teachers are fair since 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs.
CONTiNUOUS PROGRAM SD D A SA NA
iMPROVEMENT
Most teachers are willing to change strategies if 1 2 3 4 5
current method are not working since
implementation of SLCs
Instructional leaders demonstrate consistency on 1 2 3 4 5
purpose for implementation of improvement
programs since implementation of SLCs
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CONTINUOUS PROGRAM SD D A SA NA
IMPROVEMENT
Instructional leaders do not accept grants for 1 2 3 4 5
instructional programs that are not consistent with
the ideals of the school since implementation of
SLCs
Teacher at this school are not forced to participate 1 2 3 4 5
in a multitude of improvement programs since
implementation of SLCs
Staff working conditions support implementation 1 2 3 4 5
of most improvement programs since
implementation of SLCs
LOOPING SD D A SA NA
Most teachers matriculate from grade to grade 1 2 3 4 5
with the same students since implementation of
SLCs
Most teachers know their students well since 1 2 3 4 5
implementation of SLCs
Teachers are able to build from prior knowledge 1 2 3 4 5
as they move from grade to grade since
implementation of SLCs
Classroom management has significantly 1 2 3 4 5
improved since implementation of SLCs
SECTION B: Demographic Information
Instructions: Mark the response which best represents your answers.
Age:
21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-44
45-49 50-54 55+
Race:





Which best describes your most advanced degree?
Bachelor’s degree _Master’ s degree
Specialist’s degree Doctoral degree
What grade do you teach? _____________
How many years classroom experience? ____________
How many years school leadership experience? (if applicable)
APPENDIX H
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT
Dear Counselors (4) or Instructional Coaches (2):
The purpose of this interview is to gain your honest opinion of this school’s high school
small learning communities in order to investigate possible influences on student
retention. Your answers will be kept very confidential. In fact, your name will not be
noted. Please answer each item based on your experiences at the school. Please do not
write your name on this questionnaire.
Survey responses are based on the perspective of the perceptions of participants that
served at this school pre-SLC to current date.
DEFINITION OF TERMS:
Student Retention: Students required to repeat grade levels because of failed grades,
failed test scores or teacher assessment and are identified as at-risk for dropping out of
school.
Student Absenteeism: Refers to any regular school day in which a student is absent
regardless of the reason.
Pass Rate of (GHSGT): Refers to the number of students who passes the GHSGT by the
spring semester of their senior year.
Discipline Referrals: Refers to the number of disciplinary referrals by teachers on
various behavioral issues.
Interdisciplinary Intervention: Interdisciplinary refers to grade level teachers of all four
core subject areas whose classrooms are juxtaposed or in close proximity and planning
periods are at the same time that allows for development of strategic plans to identify and
improve academic and social challenges of students. Intervention, refers to the number
of strategies that were designed and implemented by the interdisciplinary team on the
following academic and social issues: failed classroom standards/activities (informal and






Sex of student (Male or Female)
Best Practice:
A technique or method that leads to desired outcomes, with high reliability
Themes:
Are focus points on central ideas that connects all project-based activities
Project Based Learning:
Groups explore topics; answer higher levels of questions from Bloom’s; include state and
external curricula standards; include language relevant to SLC’s theme
Advisement:
The process between student and academic advisor of exploration of value of education,
reviewing services and policies, and post-secondary options.
Shared Facilities:
Facilities used by two or more distinct groups for the same function or for different
functions
Interdisciplinary Teaching:
Teachers plan lessons with the intent of including standards across the curricula
Performance Based Assessments:
Teachers tap into students knowledge base with creative and alternative means of
evaluating outcomes
Personalization:
Adults in the school know students and parents; students have a sense of belonging
Continuous Program Improvement:
Improvement programs eliminated or safeguarded based on data analysis
Looping:
Teachers matriculate alongside their 9th grade class, until graduation
Small Learning Communities:
A small learning community consists of a group of students taught and supported by a
dedicated group of teachers and staff in a small, personalized environment that’s focused
on meeting the specific and unique needs of the students (Hall, 2010). It is an
educational model that redesigns the traditional high school to enhance the delivery of a
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curriculum that is more rigorous, relevant and personalized for every student (Hall,
2010).
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS:
1. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact student absenteeism since implementation of SLCs?
2. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact the pass rate of Georgia High School Graduation Test since
implementation of SLCs?
3. How do you believe this high school’s small learning communities impact
discipline referrals since implementation of SLCs?
4. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact interdisciplinary intervention since implementation of SLCs?
5. How do you believe student’s gender impact teachers treatment of students
since implementation of SLCs?
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6. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact best practice since implementation of SLCs?
7. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact themes since implementation of SLCs?
8. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact project based learning since implementation of SLCs?
9. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact advisement since implementation of SLCs?
10. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact shared facilities since implementation of SLCs?
11. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact interdisciplinary teaching since implementation of SLCs?
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12. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact performance based assessments since implementation of SLCs?
13. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact personalization since implementation of SLCs?
14. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact continuous program improvement since implementation of
SLCs?
15. How do you believe the high school small learning community model at this
school impact looping since implementation of SLCs?
16. How do you believe this school’s high school small learning community impact
student retention of 11th and 12th grade students.
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SECTION B: Demographic Information
Instructions: Mark the response that best represents your answers.
Age:
21-25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-44
45-49 50-54 55+
Race:
African-American Asian Caucasian Hispanic ____Multiracial
Gender:
Male Female
Which best describes your most advanced degree?
Bachelor’s degree Master’s degree
Specialist’s degree Doctoral degree
What grade do you teach?_____________
How many years classroom experience?
How many years school leadership experience (if applicable)?______________
APPENDIX I
FOCUS GROUP QUESTIONNAIRE DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENT
Dear Teachers, Counselors, and Instructional Coaches (Overall 20% of participants):
The purpose of this focus-group meeting is to gain your honest opinion of this school’s
high school small learning communities in order to investigate its possible impacts on
student retention. Your responses will be kept very confidential. In fact, your name will
not be noted. I am recording as well as writing verbatim notes as participants respond to
questions asked. Please respond based on your experiences at this school.
Survey responses are based on the perspective of the perceptions of participants that
served at this school pre-SLC to current date.
FOCUS-GROUP QUESTIONS
1. How do teachers at this school strategize to decrease absenteeism since
implementation of SLCs?
Do you believe this school well prepares students for passing the Georgia High
School Graduation Test the first time since implementation of SLCs? Why or why
not?
Do you believe this school appropriately handles discipline referrals since
implementation of SLCs? Why or why not?
4. What do interdisciplinary teams do to effectively intervene in student’s academic
and social needs since implementation of SLCs?
5. Do you believe student’s gender influence teachers treatment of students at this
school since implementation of SLCs?
6. Do you believe this school share best practice strategies since implementation of
SLCs?
7. Describe how thematic-based activities are used and prepare students for the real




8. Do you believe students experience more project based learning since
implementation of SLC?
9. Do you believe advisement better prepares students for postsecondary options since
implementation of SLCs?
10. Describe how facilities are better shared since implementation of SLCs.
11. Describe how teacher strategize to integrate performance standards across the
curricula, into each interdisciplinary team member’s lesson plan, since
implementation of SLCs?
12. How are teachers creative in assessing student outcomes since implementation of
SLCs?
13. How do teachers get to know their students since the implementation of SLCs?
14. Explain how improvement programs are accepted and integrated into the scheme of
things at this school, since the implementation of SLCs?
15. Explain how classes are better managed as teachers loop from grade level to grade
level with the same students since implementation of SLCs?
16. How do the small learning communities, at this school impact student retention
since implementation of SLCs?
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